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ABSTRACT 

The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Model 
emphasizes J (1) the training of mothers (two to each classroom) in 
the role of combined parent educator and teacher auxiliary; (2) 
training the teacher in the use of paraprofessional personnel; and 
(3) development of materials for family use which take into account 
not only the school's goals for the child but also the family "s 
ejfpectations, goals, life style and value system. Both teacher and 
parent educator are taught procedures for the development of teaching 
tasks. The parent education activity consists of weekly home visits 
to demonstrate to the mother tasks that have been devised in school 
to increase the child's intellectual competence and personal and 
social development. Parents' ideas and opinions are solicited and 
used in the program. The evaluation covered the areas of maternal 
teaching behavior, teacher-parent educator planning, parent educator 
teaching style, and parent educator evaluation of a home visit. In 
each community, six teachers and six parent educators were randomly 
selected for evaluation. Videotapes of home visits w^re made to 
provide for better evaluation. Appendices contain the instruments and 
instructions used in evaluation, (KM) 
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I. Rationale 

A considerable body of research literature indicates that a, major 
.source of a student's pattern of achievement and .motives for achievement, 
as well as his personality structure, is the home in which he grows up. 
The behavior and attitudes of his parents, as well as the nature of the 
physical setting and materials provided, have a direct irapact on his 
behavior before and during the school years. In particular, three 
elements of the home may be categorized: demographic factors Chousing, 
Income, ethnic membership), cognitive factors, and emotional factors. 
The cognitive variables might be further defined as the amount of academic 
guidance provided, the cognitive operational level and style of the 
parents, the cultural activities they provide, the amount of direct 
instruction they engage in. their educational aspirations, their language 
structure,, the frequency of language interaction, and the inteHectuality 
they provide such as in books, magazines, and the like. 

The parental emotional factors may be conceived of as the consistency^ 
of management and disciplinary patterns, ^the parents' own emotional 
security and self-esteem, their belief in internal versus external control 
of the environment, their own impulsivity, their attitudes toward school, 
the willingness to devote time to their children, and their patterns of 
work (Gordon, 1968, 1970). If these factors do contribute to child 
performance, then one phase of the educational program should be the 
education of parents to be aware of and use their, talents to increase the 
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achiivf:ment motivation, intgllectual behavior^ and self-esteem of the 
child. The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Prograin, therefdre, 
was designad to work directly in tha home, so that the home situation 
might lead to better school and life perfonnance. Most parents are good 
parents, interested and concerned about their children, with high hopes 
for them. All parents can continue to grow and learn ways to work with 
their children, which helps them in school and life. The Florida Prograjni 
assumes that parents ^ire adequate; it is designed to enhance this adequacy. 

Not all of the childU behavior, ob'viousiy, is a function of the 
home. The school Itself plays an integraf role in the Intellectual and ' 
personality development of the child. The nature of the curriculum, th^ 
mods of teacher behavior, the classroom ecology, all influence not only 
immediate behavior but also patterns of behavior for the future. Any 
prograjn of compensatory education needs to work mt only the home but 
also in the school. The Florida Program, therefore, provides i^ays of 
chMging the classroom organization, taaching patterns, and infruencing 
the curriculum in a Follow Through classroom through (1) the use of 
paraprofesslonals and, (2) the development, by the teaching team (teachers 
and paraprofessionals) of appropriate home learning activities growing 
out of the classroom program, and the parents* desires and needs. 

The progrM emphasis is on (1) the development of nonprofessionals 
as parent educators, and as effective participants in the classroom 
teaching process; (2) the development of appropriate instructional tasks 
which can be carried from the school into the home to establish a more 
effective home leaming environmentj and, (3] the development of parents 
as partners in the educational program for their children. Our belief is 
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that the most effective program for children creates a partnership between 
home and school. ' The goals are to bring about changes in the learning 
environments, both home and school, so that the child's intellectual and 
affective development win be enhanced. To accomplish this, the key 
elements of the program are as follows: 

Key Elements 

Major elements of the program are (1) the training of mothers Ctwo 
to each classroom) in the role of combined parent educator and teacher 
auxiliary; (2} training the teacher in the use of paraprofessional person- 
nel; C3) development of materials for family use which take into account 
not only the school's goals for the child, but also, and equally, the 
family's expectations, goals, life style and value system- and, (43 
involvement of. the Policy Advisory Committee in all phases of the program. 

Both teacher and parent educator are taught procedures for the 
development of teaching tasks. The parent education activity consists 
of periodic (preferably once a week) home visits in which the major 
activity is the demonstration and teaching of the mother in tasks that 
have been devised in school to Increase the child's intellectual competence 
and personal and social development. A set of criteria CAppendix A) 
are used by the teaching team in both the development and assessment 
of their materials. Responsibility for curriculum development rests in 
the local community. In each conmunlty, a library of activities has ■ 
been developed which can be used by any Follow Through teacher, regardless 
of grade level, when the activity matches the child and home. A learning 
activity (task) may be used for many children, or may fit just a few. 
These tasks are developed to enhance not only the cogffitive or academic 
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development of the child, but also to strengthen the parent=child bond, 
to Involve siblings, both old^r and j'ounger, in the Follow Through child's 
learning. They are not "homework," but game-tyre supplements. They are 
not designed as "remedial work" nor are they to be seen as serving "problem" 
children. They are for alt children in the Follow Through classroom. 
As a part of the demonstration in teaching, the parent educator helps the ' 
parent understand the pu^oses of each task, how to perform it, and how 
to estimate the ability of the child to complete the task. But tasks are 
not a one-way street. The parent educator not only encourages the parents 
to develop their own adaptations of the material, she also actively 
solicits from the parents their ideas about activities which have worked 
for them, their suggestions for future tasks, and their views about 
schooling. These, in turn, are used by the Follow Through teachers and 
parent educators in the creation of new activities, with credit given 
to parent-originators. In this fashion the school Is influenced by the 
home, and the parent is enhanced. 

The parent educator also serves as the first line liaison person 
between the Follow Through program and the home. She serves as a referral 
agent for medical, dental, psychological and social services, by infonning 
the mother of the existence of such services and, depending upon the 
community, establishing the contact between the home and a representative 
of these services. This requires that the parent educator understand the 
nature of other Follow Through and community services in addition to 
understanding her role in the task area. She also informs the parents 
about PAC meetings and other school functions, and encourages involvement 
not only in task development, but in the whole range of community's chool 
relationships, - 
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In the school, the parent educator serves as a teacher auxiliary 
implemen Ling instructional activities through working with individuals 
or small groups on various learning tasks. A basic element in the Florid 
Program is the recognition of the paraprofessional as a member of the 
teaching team. Under supervision, parent educators perform a wide range 
of activities in the classroom, and are not confined to housekeeping, 
clerical or child care duties. Basic to the creation of sound home 
learning tasks is a knowledge of the child and his behavior in the 
classroom. By working with the children on school activities, the parent 
educator comes to know them. She thus can, after planning with the teache 
Inform parents about the progress of the child. 

The parent educator spends, about half her time in home visits; her 
load being half the families in the class. Her remaining time Is spent 
at school, working in the classroom, planning with the teacher, reporting 
to the teacher about her visits, and participating In inservice education. 
In several communities, organized staff development programs in local 
institutions of higher education offer the paraprofessional additional 
opportunities for personal career development. 

A key person in the program is the classroom teacher. She supervises 
the classroom work of the parent educator and assists her in planning and 
implementing the parent education activities. She, with the assistance 
_of the parent educators, develops and selects the home learning tasks. 
She briefs the parent educator before the visits, and reculves her report 
after. In order to perform these duties, the teacher needs additional 
planning time, and many of the QOinmunlties have built such time into 
their schedules. Further,, the teacher receives effective technical help 
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from a second or third adult in the classroom in carrying out the general 
goal of reaching each child. She finds that there is increasfid parent 
understanding and support for her efforts. She also leams ways to work 
with other adults which increase her professional competence. 

Parents are encouraged not only to visit the school and the classroom 
but to take part in working with children in the room. Parents are not 
seen as observers or bystanders, but as people who can contribute to the 
education of all children. Thus, in a room' the teacher may have several 
adults carrying out a variety of liaming activities. She becomes,, then, 
better able to assess' and meet Individual needs because she is freed from 
the tyranny of large class instruction, and from the myth that childrsn 
only leara when the teacher is teaching. She leams, through the creation 
of all home materials, ways to reorganize her classroom for Individual 
and small group learning. 

The community appoints a full-time coordinator who is responsible 
for all components of the Follow Through Program. The coordinator attends 
the workshop at the University of Florida and works closely with the 
program sponsor in implementing the Florida components. 

II. Specific Program Goals 

As stated above, we seek changes in the learning environments and 
in children. The changes we seek in learning enviroranents are in adult 
behavior and attitudes rather than in the physical setting. Specifically, 
we aim for changes in; 

1, For parents 

a. Increase parents' competence to teach own child. 
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b. Increase the amount of time spent with the child on 
educational recreational activities* 

c. Increase th© use of library and conmiunity resources. 

d. Increase attendance and participatloa in school and 
class functions. 

e. Increase the amount of family centered activities 
Cmeals, trips togathar) , 

f* Raise the level of expectation for academic achiavement 
for child, 

g. Raise the parents* feelings of inte^ersonal adequacy/ 
competence. 

h. Increase parents* skill in relating to ichool, 
participating in PAC* 

i. Increase the feelings of internal control over one^s life, 
2, For children 

a. Raise the level of self-esteem. 

b. Increase cognitive development, ability to ask questions, 
to know evidence^ manipulate materials, use abstract 
language, solve concrete problems, organii© information. 

Ct Increase achievement motivation. 

d. Increase acceptance and identity with Qna*s social 
Cethnic) group. 

e. Increase respect for and acceptance of other children, 
other ethnic and social groups, ' 

f. Increase initiative and self-direction. 
3, For classroom and school 

a. Increase teachers* skill in classroom managament of 
other adults Cparaprofesslonal and parents] . 

b. Increase the teachers* skill in constructing focused 
curriculum materials (home leaming tasks] , 

c. More individualized instiuction through use of other 
adults, and home laaming tasks. 
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d. Develop differantlated staffing. 



Increase parent educators' skill in working with 
parents, 

f. Inerease parent educators' skill in working with 
children and small groups, 

g. Increase parent educators' skill in planning with 
teacher for both home and school. 

h. Increase parent educators' salf-^esteem and sense 
of internal control, 

i* Help teachers' morale* 

j. Provide a model of home-school relationships for 
subsequent use in the school system. 

It will be noted that, in keeping with our rationale, the changes 
are not only in home but In school, and in the ^relationship between them, 

Not all of these goals were measured in 1971-72, and we counted 
heavily on the outside evaluator for data, especially on children's growth. 

III. Procedures 

A. Pre-service' Training Program 

1. Four workshops were held on the campus of the University 
of Florida, under EPDA funds, in the summer of 1971. Dr. W.F. Breivogel 
directed the workshops. The summer workshops were designed to provide 
orientation to new Follow T^irough personnil ,as well as to existing 
Follow Through personnel. The first workshop was conducted for coordinators 
and administrators in the communities of Richmond, Virginia; Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania- Jonesboro, Arkansas^ Yakima, Washington; Jacksonville, Florida 
Lac du Flambeau, Ivlsconslnj Tampa, Floridaj Winnsboro, South Carolina; 
Chattanooga, Tennessee; Lawrenceburg, Indiana; and Houston, Texas. During 
the first workshop, participants and Institute staff members analyzed both' 
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strong points and weaknesses of last year's (1970*71) operation* The 
complete Floiida Follow Through Model was prasanted starting with a verbal 
description and working into case studies ^ discussion of the measuring 
instruioents usad, together with their application and pui^osei roles of 
PACj principals and coordinators, relationship of comprehensive services 
to the model implementation and teacher-parent educator roles, Pre-post 
data collection and data monitoring were outlined and discussed. Liberal 
use of videotape was used throughout the workshop. State Department 
parsonnel and general consultantj were also among those attending the 
workshop. These people also sat in on panels to describe their functions 
and what direction they thought Follow Through was taking. There were 
102 participants from the eleven, communities. The workshop lasted one 
week. 

The second workshop was conducted for teachers and parent educators 
who had participated previously in the model. Again, all eleven commuidties 
were represented for the total participation of 113 teachers and parent 
educators. The- second week was devoted to administering the instruments, 
home visits, task .development , desirable teaching behaviors, and teacher- 
parent educator conference techniques. During this workshop, actual tasks 
were developed by the participants and task presentations were made to 
mothers and their children from Alachua County - the county surrounding 
' the University of Florida, PAC and the teacher and parent educator role 
in this phase of Follow Through were also discussed, ^ ^ 

The third workshop, one week, was conducted for personnel in the 
Alachua County EPDA Follow Through Research and Development Program for 
both teachers and parent educators. There were 28 parent educators and 
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14 teachers which represented teams of three at each grade level, K-6, 
In two schools in Alachua County. The purpose of this workshop was to 
orient these people to the parent education Follow Through Modal. They 
were integrated into the fourth workshop with the people from the eleven 
original Follow Through communities. 

The fourth workshop was for 1S9 teachers and parent educations new 
to the prograni. The same fonnat as the second workshop was used with 
an additional week being allowed for more detailed coverage of items 
for new participants In the Florida Follow Through Model. 

2. On-site workshops, of one week's duration, were held in each 
community for- all Follow Through personnel Cincluding comprehensive 
services staff). The administrators, teachers, parent educators, PAC 
chairmen and members who were at the University of Florida workshops 
served as a training staff cadre for the on-site workshops. One of ■ 
the following Florida faculty served as as a consultant in the listed 
community for at least two days: 

Chattanooga Dr. W. Ware . August 25-26 

«°ust°n' Dr. J. Newell August 19^20 

Jacksonville Dr. E. Jester October 11-12 

Jonesboro . Dr. A. Packer August 23-24 

Lac du Flambeau Dr. E. Jester August 18-19 

Lawrenceburg Dr. G. Greenwood August 23-24 

Philadelphia Dr. B. Guinagh September 1-2 

^^^^^ond ■ Dr. W. Brelvogel August 16-17 

i.f'^P^ Dr. B. Cage September 23-25 

Kinnsboro Dr. B. Bro™ August 18-19 

^ -^""^ Dr. B. Siegel . August 18-20 

The program of the local, on-site workshop was designed to replicate 

insofar as possible the Florida workshop. Specific training was provided 

in: task development, home visiting, teacher-parent educator roles, 

observational and interview procedures for the parent educator to use in 

home visits (see HER and PEWR in Appendices 0 ) and local 
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proceduras for linkage between thie educational component, CDmprehensive 
services, and PAC activities, It is not assumed that the proiram is 
ready to be fully impleniented at tennination of the workshop In new 
classrooms. We see the program as developmental throughout the year. 
The workshops are designed to enhance the skill of people who have been 
involved and to provide the entry skills for those for whom It is the 
first year* 
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In-service Prograra Support 

1. Each comniunity has a liaison officer* He is' in constant 
cominunicatlon with the conununity, and arranges for the consultant *i 
visit, briefs the consultant on the local situation, and then receives 
a report from him about his trip. 

The liaison officer's role is a critical one, since to a great 
degree our program is responsive to local conditions. Each liaison 
officer is a full-time regular faculty member of the College of Education^ 
University of Florida, who is released by this department from teaching 
one course during the academic year for this responsibility. (Normal 
course load in FQundatlons is seven (7) five-hour courses; in Elementary 
Education, eight (8) xour-hour courses) . He Is a basic member of the 
policy and administrative team. The liaison officers and consultants 
meet regularly as a "Follow Through group" to discuss the overall program, 
issues and problems of each community, plans for the future. This 
organization means that the Florida Program is a basic commitment of 
the Research and Development program of the College of Education, with 
strong Implications for teacher education. The liaison officers are 
listed below: 



Community 

Chattanooga 

Houston 

Jacksonville 

jonesboro 

Lac du Flambeau 

Lawrenceburg 

Philadelphia 

Richmond 

Tampa 

Winnsboro 
Yakima 



Liaison Officer 


Rank 


Dr, 


W. 


Ware 


Asst, Prof , 


Dr. 


J, 


Newell . 


Professor 


Dr. 


j: 


Lltcher 


Assti Prof, 


Dr. 


k\ 


Packer 


Asst. Prof, 


Dr* 


E, 


Jester 


Assoc, Prof. 


Dr. 


G. 


Greenwood 


Asst. Prof. 


Dr, 


B, 


Gulnagh 


Asst, Prof , 


Dr. 


W, 


Breivogel 


Asst. Prof, 


Dr, 


B. 


Cage 


Asst. Prof, 


Dr. 


B, 


Slegel 


Assoc . Prof, 


Dr. 


B. 


Brown 


Professor 



Department 

Foundations 
Foundations 
Elementary 
Elementary 
Foundations 
. Foundations 
Foundations 
Elementaiy 
Foundations 
Foundations 
Foundations 



Page 13 

2, We provide two days of consultant service a month to the 
local community (see Appendix B which, describes the basic ingredients 

of the consultant visit). The consultant schedule of visits made foil ov%s. 

It will be noted that the pattern of visits varies by community, and 

that "two days a month*' Is a guide, . In conmiunitles such as Yakima 

and Lac du Flambeau, distance as well as local needs dictated a different 

pattern. The communities and liaison officers develop the best local 

approach. 

3. During 1971-72^ videotapes were used as a part of the in- 
service training procedure* Each community was asked to send to the 
Inititute for Development of Human Resources ^ the program sponsor/ one 
hour of videotape each month depleting home visits, planning sessions " 
between taachers and parent educators, reporting sessions after home visits 
tryouts of home-leaming tasks with individuals or small groups or students 
or some combination of these activities. The liaison officer and con- 
sultant viewed this tape and used it as part of the planning for the 
consultant's visit and for the workshop time of the consultant visit. 

In addition to the videotape, each community sent copies of its 
home learning tasks, the weekly observation reports of the parent educators, 
and attitude and questionnaire infonnatlon about the home,^ These data 
are used by the llalsin officer and consultants to assist in the Inservice 
program and evaluation of the project. The Parent Bducator Weekly Riport 
provides some of the basic information about the effectiveness of the 
home learning tasks. The questionnaire information CHome Envlroment 
Review) providei the teachers and parent educators with some immediate 
InsightB about the nature of the home as a learning situation, and offers 
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the program sponsor baseline data upon which suggestions can be made 
for both classroom and home activities. All of these materials are 
explained to tha Policy Advisory Committee, and no data are collected' 
which have not been reviewed by that committee. 

The program sponsor, the local education agency, and the parents 
are seen as a partnership team in which Information flows back and forth, 
^^^^ ^®^"S to enhance the total development of the 

child. Content decisions are completely the prerogative of the local 
conununity. The program- sponsor attempts to enable teachers and parent 
educators to translate their content goals into effective learning 
materials to be used at home and' in school to achieve what it is the 
parents and school wish to achieve. 

The program sponsor, through continuous contact, strives to keep 
all elements of the program on target, and to facilitate the development 
of the program. The role of the Institute is more than consulting 
services j it provides direction, support, and information, as well as 
some elements of the evaiuatlon program. Within the framework of the 
program, there is consldirable flexibility to meet community needs. 

4. The central office staff was reorganized during 1971-72 

... ... ... . • 

to allow for more efficient operation. .Dr. Ira J. Gordon remained as 

Project Director while the position of Project Manager was divided between 

John Soderstrum, a doctoral student in Educational Research and Pat 

Olmsted, a research instructor. Mr. Soderstrum assumed the major ■ 

responsibility for data processing and Mrs. Olmsted directed all project 

communication, both intra-offlce and between the central office and 

the communities; These communications dealt with topics such as monitoring 
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operations, data flow and feedback. Mrs. Olmsted also worked with 
the project evaluation focusing on observation techniques for use 
with videotapes. The central office staff also ' consisted o£ Harris 
Jaffee (1/3 time research associate) , a doctoral student in Educational 
Psychology; Ramon Garcia Ctask spicialist) , a doctoral student in 
Curriculum and Instruction; Mrs. Diano Beck Cfull-tima secretary): 
and student assistants and non-academic personnel for coding data; 
C. Sponsor Research and Development 

Local developmental activities were conducted in two element 
schools containing approximately 35% low income population in Alachua 
County, Florida (of which Gainesville is the county seat) . ' Dr. G. 
Greenwood served as project director of this activity and he and Dr. 
W.F. Breivogel were able to expand the scope and size of the developmental 
effort by obtaining EPDA funds. The combined Follow Through and EPDA 
monies permitted the placement of 28 parent educators in 14 K=6 classrooms 
•in each of the two schools. Each school had one experlmenta] and one 
comparison classroom at each grade level, K-6. 

Specifically, the Alachua County R | D operation focused upon the 
following activities: 

1. the development of Inservice training materials for staff 
development in implementing the program; 

2. the developent and testing of actual sample task materials 
for distribution to Florida Follow Through communities; 

3. the development of new assessment materials to measure the 
SSecUonsflndl^"'' to point to possible ^ 

4. the demonstration of the Florida Prc.gram to observers along 

with the opportunity for participation in the classroom by 

parents, .prospective parent educators, prospective tiachers 
etc. ' 
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The 1971-72 school year was the first ygar of operation for the 
•Alachua County Program and its progress is as follows: 

. 1. Inservice materials development produced one film (in cooperation ^ith 
Teacher Corps], four videotape modules, and one set of slides. The latter 
was disigned to present an overview of the Florida Model. The film is 
a. 15-minute color production called "Home and School— Getting Together" 
depicting the goals of the Model. Videotape modules were developed around 
the following topics r 

a. ''Overview of the Home Visit. Cycle*' 

b. "Teacher^Parent Educator Home Visit Planning Conference" 

c. How to conduct a PAC meeting, 

d. "Effective Use of Paraprofessionals in the Classroom'' 
(in cooperation with Tiacher Coips) 

Guides have been developed to accompany the first two modules 
CAppendlx C ) , 

2. Over 160 sample task materials were devoloped, tested, and 
disseminated to regular Follow Through communities. Among those developed 
were fourth-sixth grade tasks CAppendix D ) . pekr data indicates that 
these tasks were sent Into qualified homes 15,682 times and Into non- 
ciualified homes 4,078 times. They were sent into 3,634 different qualified 
homes out of a total of 5,994 (61%). In the. case of non-qualified homes, 
they went into 1,290 out of 2,314 different homes (561), Beyond that 
they were sometimes used by both Florida consultants and local task 
specialists as examples of good tasks during inservice training sessions. 

3. Three new assessment instruments we^e developed in Alachua 
County CAppendices H-G):, 

a.,;^ an interview schedule which was used to assess parent attitudes 
toward the program on a home interview basis; 
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b. a questionnaire which was sent to all project coordinators 
and parant educators to assess changes in parent educators 
as a result of their particiDatlon in the program; 

A PAC activities questionnaire which was sent to each PAC 

to obtain inforination on the kind and extent of PAC activities 

during the school year. 

Data collected with these instruments will be reported in the Results 

Section. 

^ 4. As a demonstration site^ the Alachua Coimty Project was visited 

by 21 persons s . not counting students from various other funded projects 

and from the College of Education, Visitors included a member of the 

Florida State legislature and his research advisor^ members of a citizens 

lay committee on education from a large urban area, Dean of the College 

of Education, a school psychologist and a director of federal programs, 

two visitors from Australia ^ a number of the local CAA Executive Board, 

and three visitors from Arizona. ; 

IVhile the Alachua County Research and Development Project encountered 

the usual beginning problems and growth pains of a new project ^ it has 

Influenced the model sponsor's proliferation plans in at least two ways: 

1* We now feel that it is possible to implement the uodel in 
grades 4«6 because of our successful experience in Alachua 
County; and 

2. We have a better understanding of the kind of administrative 
and inservlce training support that is necessaiy for iuccessful 
model implemintatlon since we "learned by doing" ourjselves. 

Finally, a rather thorough evaluation of the Alachua County Research 

and Development Project was conducted by "outside the project" intervieKers 

who administered a structured interview schedule to a 10% stratified 

sample of parents. The instrument and results are presented in Appendix E. 

Generally^ the results indicate that the parents attitudes toward the 
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program were quite favorable^.. 
D. PAC Activities 

PAC activities are central to program goals and implementation. 
We view parent education far more broadly than the home visit and/or a 
parent as classroom worker or volunteer activities, afthough these, are 
fundamental to the program. We believe that parent education includes 
helping parents influence the institutional structure, curriculum and 
educational prograin of the school. 

During 1971-1972, we continued to keep PACs informed of our consultin 
activities by sending the PAC chairman the same consulting letter that 
is sent to the project coordinator and by arranging consulting visits so 
that they corresponded with monthly PAC meetings/ ^ to involve 

PAC in decision^making about program and evaluation through PAC attendance 
at our planning conference In December, 1971,- and at our summer workshop 
for coordinators and administrators in the summer of 1971, 

In an effort to further strengthen al I our PACs, we provided the 
consulting services of Mr; James Bracey, a former Richmond PAC chairman, - 
Mr. Bracey made visits to nine of our eleven communities during 1971-72 
as follows: 

1. Richmond, August 16-20, 1971 • 

2. Philadelphia, August 30-September 3, 1971, and January 
10-14/ 1972; 

3. Lac du Flambeau, September 12^17,^ 1971; 

4. Lawrenceburg, October 3-8, 1971, and March 6-8, 1972; 

5. Houston, October 24-29, 1972; and January 27-29, 1972; 

6. Tampa, November 28 and December 3, 1971; 

7. Jonesboro, February 14-17, 1972, and May 17-19, 1972; 

8. lyinnsboro, February 27-March 3, 1972; 

9. Jacksonville, May 12-17, 1972/ 

Mr, Bracey was able, with the help of liaison officers, to stimulate 
much growth in many of our PACs, He assisted in restructlng the actual 
organization of the PACs in Houston, Philadelphia, and limpa so as to 
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increase the number of parents participating andvotini. Mr. Bracey 
helped re-establish and rBOrganize the Winnsboro,^ Jacksonville, and 
Lae du Flambeau PACs, assisted the Lawrenceburg PAC in developing a 
positive community image, and helped Jonesboro PAC officer's learn how 
to develop an agenda and take minutes of jneetlngs. 

The PACs in Tampa and Jacksonville showed considerable strength 
in 1971-72 when they brought considerable effort to; bear on Washington 
in a successfui attempt to get their Follow Through projects restored 
when it appeared that they would be dropped. In Philadelphia, Mrs. 
Doris Cohen, a Florida Model PAC member, was elected as PAC chairmen of 
, the city-wide PAC that represents all of the Philadelphia Follow Through 
Models. She is currently a member of the steering committee of- the new 
national PAC. In Tampa-, Mrs. Donna Woodard, the PAC chairman, ran for 
the school board, made a strong showing vote^wlse, and plans to run again 
in two years. Further data on PAC activities are reported in the Results 
Section of this report, ' ' 

B. Evaluation Procedures ' 

During the 1971-72 school year we operated under the assumption that 
the major responsibility for evaluation rested outside the program 
sponsor, but nevertheless developed our o™ procedures to assess movement 
toward the goals indicated in Section 11. We used several measures as ' 
pre-post measures and the Parent Educator Weekly Report, the Taxonomy of 
Classroom Activities, and videotapes as process measures. The cKart on 
page 22 shows the plan. 

During the 1970=71 school year, one technique used for evaluation 
of the Florida Parent iducatlon Program was the Mother as Teacher (MaT) . 
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1971-72 Data Collection for Follow Through 



Class- Teacher PE/ Mother Child ^ 

Rooms 



Richj^ond 


30 


Purdue * 


HISM 


: HER 
rRR 




Philadalphia 


20 


Purdue 


HISM 

SRI 


HER 


IFMF 


Jonesboro 


20 


Purdue 
TCA 


HISM 
SRI 


HER 


CATB 
IFMF 


Yakima 


35 


Purdue . 


HISM 
SRI 


HER 

ODD 


IFMF 


Jacksonville 


43 


Purdue 


HISM 

c* n T 


HER 


CATB 


Lac du Flambeau 


7 


Purdue 


HSIM 
SRI 


HER 




Winnsboro 


•23 


Purdue 


HISM 
SRI 


HER 
PRR 


IFMF 


Chattanooga 


3d 


Purdue 
TCA 


HISM 
SRI 


HER 
PRR 


CATB 
IFMF' 


Tampa . 


24 


Purdue 


HISM 
SRI 


HER 

PECE 


IFMF 


Lawrenceburg 


12 


Purdue 
TCA 


HISM 
SRI 


HER 
PRR 


CATB 
IFMF 


Houston 


30 


Purdue 
TCA 


HISM 
SRI 


HER/ SRI 
HISM, PECE 


CATB 



Alachua 14 experimental 

14 control ALL INSTRU^ENTS 



*A11 Instruments are included as appendices 
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This technique consists of observing (live and by audiotape) the mother 
teaching a standard task to her child. The audiotapes are later coded 
and the data obtained from them combined with the live observation data 
to evaluate maternal teaching behavior. 

For the 1971-72 school year, we decided to expand the area of 
consideration to include not only maternal tfaching behavior, but also 
teacher-parent educator planning, parent educator teaching style and 
parent educator evaluation of a home visit. To accomplish this expanded 
evaluation, standard tasks were developed at Florida and teachers and 
parent educators in Tampa and Houston were asked to plan and execute 
actual home visits using these tasks. Videotapes were made in each of 
these c;ommunlties in December and May which contained the fonowing 
sections : 

a. teacher and parent educator planning the home visit, 

b. parent educator teaching the task to the mother, 

c. mother teaching the task to the child, and 

d. parent educator discussion of the home visit with the teacher. 
In each community, six teachers and six parent educators were 

randbmly selected for this evaluation. The teacher and parent educator 
were from the same room and held the planning session for four home 
visits at one time. Since most tasks in our cominunities are used with 
several children, the taped planning sessions were very similar to the 
ordinary situation. FollQwlng the planning session, -each of the six 
parent educators was filmed making these four home visits. This gave 
a total of 24 home visits for each of the two communities. The home 
visit- portion of the videotape contained parts b and c. listed above. 
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Finally, each parent Bducator met with her teacher and discussed the ■ 
four visits she made, using the standard tasks. 

This new system f.alled the Parent Education Cycle Evaluation provides 
a much greater wealth- of evaluation data for the Fiorida Model. The 
videotape of the cycle described above are currently being viewed and 
two standardized observation protocols are being developed, toe observation 
instrument is an adaptation of Flander's Interaction Analysis called the 
Reciprocal Category System (RCS) . There are severar forms of the RCS 
and the one shown in Appendix H was specifically developed for use with 
these videotapes. Coding of the verbalization is done every three seconds 
or more frequently If the verbal activity changes . These coded data may 
be displayed in a matrix which allow examination of the sequeritial nature 
of the interaction. It is then possible to examine sequences such as (1) 
teacher open question followed by parent educator response, or (2) child 
response followed by mother praise, 

The -seRond cbservation instrument, .'still in the very early stages of 
development is presanted in Appendix I . This observation schedule. is 
being designed, to assess both the content and the process of the various 
portions of the cycle. The schedule will eventually include "both frequency 
count Items and occur-not occur Items. Only that portion of the Instrument 
appropriate to the teacher-parent educator planning sessions is presented ■ 
in Appendix I. 

Future plans call for both of these observation Instrumerits to be 
used with the monthly videotapes which each community sends as well as 
the group of pre^ and post- tapes collected In selected communities. 

In this year, we did not move to relating each measure in specific 
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performance terms to each goal. However, our plans for the future, as 
evidenced by our December, 1972, evaluation proposal^ are to move to a 
criterion referenced evaluation procedure. 

IV. Accompliihments 

In the case of our Models it is never accurate to speak of accomplish 
ments as though they were finished products. It is more accurate to speak 
of accomplishments as steps in the direction in which we are going. We 
can^ therefore, discuss accomplishments in three ways i those related 
to program implementation^ those related to development of evaluation, 
and. specific goals attained as measured by current evaluation procedures. 

Program Implementation 

"Tie overall direction of program implementation in all communities 
was one of forward movement in spite of difficulties that beset some of 
our communities relating to integration and the cutback of Fpllow Through 
funds. The progress reports presented in Appendix j, written by the 
liaison officer responsible for each community, certainly seem to bear 
out this forward movement. 

Data presented in the Results Section indicate that the home visit 
component of our project continues to be successfully implemented in our 
communities. As of February 28, 1972, PEWR data indicated that 4,918 
out ^ S,621 or 90% of all qualified homes had been visited. Of the 
2,438 non-qualified homes, 1,817 or 7S% had been visited. Wiat is also 
encQuraging is that other PEWR data obtained at the sme time Indicate 
that the attitudes and behavior of the parents being visited do not 
differ as a function of income level (qualified versus non^qualifled} , 
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That is I their attitudes and behavior toward tasks, vijiting school, 
working in the classroom, attending PAC, etc., are not significantly 
different from one another. These data would seem to support our hope 
that our prograiii is viable for all parents. 

Another indication that the Florida Model is being more effectively 
implemented is that our communities are now employing task specialists ^ 
to work with teachers, parent educators, and parents on tasks, Practically 
all of our communities have established a PAC, curriculuni (or task) 
committee to build and screen tasks among other things, The task 
specialist usually takes the leadership for working with this committee. 

While we still have problems in terms of getting teachers to take 
the time to effectively plan with parent educators for home visits, 
especially in terms of task delivery, teachers are using parent educators 
to engage in instruction in the dlassroom. Taxonomy of Classroom Activities 
data presented in the Results Section indicate that in general parent 
educators engage in the same kinds of classroom activities that teachers ' 
engage in. 

Finally, data are presented in the Results Section which indicate 
our PACs are generally quite active and that Follow Through parents are 
becoming knowledgeable about PAC, As has already been indicated, Mr. 
James Bracey, our PAC consultant, has been extremely active in working 
with nine of our eleven PACs, Our consultants continue to schedule 
their consulting visits to coincide with monthly PAC meetings. Our 
consulting reports Indicate that when they speak at such meetings, they 
continue to stress the, importance and role of PAC in continuing elements 
q£ the program after the federal money runs out. 
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ncvelnpm cnt of nvalimtion Proccduros 

Ke revised the Mother as Teacher task radically enough to produce 
an almost now instrument thnt is much easier to use (requiring only 
videotapes) and seems to hold even greater potential in terms of analyzing 
the mother's tcfiching behavior since it is in part an adaptation of 
a well-known systematic observation instrument designed to assess class- 
room teacher bcliavior. This instrument is the Parent Education Cycle Evaluation 

After a thorough search for means of measuring pupil achiovement 
of the kind that agrees more closely with the higher cognitive process 
goals held by our model, we were finally able to locate the Cincinnati 
Autonomy Test Battery developed by Dr. Thomas Banta at the University 
of Cincinnati. As a result of communication with Dr. Banta, especially 
during a two-day consulting visit that he made to Gainesville in April, 
1971, we were able to adapt the instrument to our needs, and make it 
operational in 1971-72, 

We have develcped a new questionnaire to assess changes in parent 
educators. Part of the data is provided by the project coordinator 
and the other part is provided by the parent educator. Changes in parent 
educators' lives may be among the strongest, the longest-lasting changes 
brought about by the program. 

A questionnaire to assess parent activity in PAC was developed to 
supplement the data already being gathsred with tlie Parent Response 
Report on the parents' knowledge of PAC. Needless to say, knowledge • 
must result in activity to be meaningful as far as institutional change 
is concerned.- 

Finally, an Interview schedule was developed to assess parent attitudes 
toward various aspects of the program. Designed to be used by "outside 
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the program" interviewers who visited the homes of Follow Through 

parents on an independ'ent basis, the new instrument has so far been 
used only with a random sample of parents in the Alachua County Research 
and Development Program. However, both the results and the nature and 
use of the instrument have been disseminated to our eleven communities 
for their consideration. They may choose to utilize it by obtaining 
independent Interviewers from nearby colleges. 

Results 

Our evaluation design for 1971-72 reflected our assumption that 
pupil achievement data would be collected by an outside evaluator. 
We have focused our efforts on certain changes in teachers, parent 
educators, pupils, parents, PAC, home learning environments, and the 
home visit process, h-hile we did not have access to comparison data in 
our regular comsnurdties, we were able to collect comparison data with 
some measure in our Alachua County Research and Development Project. 

Our main concerns, of course, were across all of our eleven communi- 
ties (plus Alachua County In some casesD . However, we have Included 
individual community data for discriptlve purposes. Communities should 
not be compared with on© another because they differ from one another ' 
in many ways.' We have large and small communities, Black, HMte, Indian, 
and Mexican-American communities, rich and poor communities, etc. Such 
sub- cultural differences along with different patterns of program 
implementation make comparisons rather difficult to interpret. 

Changes in Teachers 

Table I presents Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (PTO) or, teacher morale 
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data across eleven communities on a pre and post basis. Tables 11 through 
XII prasent PTO (see Appendix K ) data from Alachua County analyzed 
by means o£ a two randomized Cexperimental versus comparison) times two 
repeated (pre versus post) factorial design analysis of variance. 

The Table I data indicate no siinlficant gains on any of the factor 
or the total scores except one^ '*Rapport with Principal/' It should 
be noted that overall teacher morale is at the SOth percentile rank 
as compared with PTO norm data. In the case of the Alachua County 
teachers in Tables 11 through XIl, the overall picture is one of declining 
morale for both experimental and comparisons with no significant difference 
between them. This was true for "Teacher Rapport with Principal/' 
"Rapport Among Teachers," "Curriculum Issues/' 'Teacher Status," "School 
Facilities and Services," "Community Pressures," and the total morale 
score. On one factor, 'Teacher Salary," the experimental and comparison 
teachers both decreased significantly, although comparisions decreased 
significantly less than axperimentals . On three factors, "Satisfaction 
With Teaching," "Teacher Load," and "Community Support of Education," 
no change is noticed pre versus post and no significant differences 
were found between experimentals and comparisons. 

The across all communities picture is one of imprpvament compared 
to data that we have collected in previous years since it Indicates a 
loss on only one variable and otherwise may be intei^reted as being 
"typical" in comparison to the group of teachers on which the instrument 
was normed. Being part of an experimental program with its own administrativ 
structure may in part account for some of the loss of rapport with the 
principals. Some principals and project coordinators do not adequately 
conmunicate with one another and engage in power struggles. Such 
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TABLE II 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
Teacher Rapport with Principal 



SOURCn OF VARIATION 


SS 


DP 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




27 






A CExperimcntal vs CompaTlson) 


30.19 


1 


30.19 


0.20 


Subjects withjn Groups 


3981.50 


26 


153.13 




Within Subjf . tii 




28 






B (Pre vs Post) 


1161 .29 


1 


1161.29 


20.95* 


AB 


24.23 . 


1 


24.23 


0.44 


B X Subjects within Groups 


1440.94 


26 


55,42 





*P < ,05 
Cell and Marginal Means Table 

PRE POST MARGINAL 



72.71 


62.29 


72.86 


6S.07 



MARGINAL 72.79 63.68 
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TABLE III 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire - 



faction with Teaching 



SOURCII OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


r — 

F 


Between Subjects 




27 






A (Experimental vs Coitiparison) 


26.14 


1 


26.14 


0,21 


Subjects within Groups 


3294.13 


26 


126.70 




Within Subjects 




28 






B (Pre vs PostJ 


114.63 


1 


114.63 


3,78 


AB 


15.64 . 


1 


15.64 


0.52 


B X Subjects within Groups 


788.63 


26 


30.33 





Cell and Marginal Means Table 

PRE POST MARGINAL 



EXP 
COMP 



69.43 


65.50 


.69.71 


67.93 
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TABLE IV 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Coniparlson 
Pre ys Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
Rapport Among Teachers 



SOURCIi OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


F 


Between Subiccts 




27, 






A (lixperimcntal vs Comparison) 


36.15 


1 


36.15 


0.88 


Subjects within Groups 


1073.19 


26 


41.28 




Witlun Subjects 




28 






B (Pre vs Post) 


365.09 


1 


365.09 


32.69* 


AB 


3.01 . 


1 


3.01 


0.27 


B X Subjects within Groups 


290.38 


26 


11.17 





*P < .05 

Cell and Marginal Means Table 

■ PRE POST MARGINAL 



45.64 

47.25 

MARGINAL 49.00 '43.89 



EXP 

COMP 



48.43 


42.86 


49.57 


44.93 
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TABLE V 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimantal vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
Teacher Salary 



SOURCG OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


F 


Betwson Subjects 




27 






' A (Experimental vs Comparison) 


126.01 


1 


126.01 


4.59* 


Subjects within Gi'oups 


713.72 


25 


27.45 




Within Subjects 




28 






B (Pro vs Post) 


64.29 


1 


64.29 


6.93* 


AB 


4. 56 . 


1 


4.56 


0.49 


B X Subjects within Groups 


241.14 


26 


9.27 





< ,05 



Cell and Marginal Means Table 





PRE 


POST 


MARGINAL 


EXP 


19.29 


16.57 


17.93 


COMP 


21.71 


' 20.14 


20.93 


MARGINAL 


20.50 


18.36 
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TABLE VI ■ 

/ 

/ 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County - 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Vtb vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 



Teacher Load 



ERLC 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DP 


MS 


F 


Betwson Subjects 




27 






A (Experimental vs Comparison) 


3.01 


1 


3.01 


0.07 


Subjects within Groups 


1163.50 


26 


44.75 




Within Subjects 




28 






B (Pre vs Post) 


42.82 


1 


42.82 


2.90 


AB 


6.45 . 


1 


6.45 


0.44 


B X Subjects within Groups 


384.19 


26 


14.78 





Cell and Marginal Means Table 





PRE 


POST 


MARGINAL 


EXP 


35.07 


34.00 


34.54 


COMP 


.36,21 


33.79 


35.00 


MARGINAL 


35,64 


33.89 
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TABLE VII 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
Curriculum Issues 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




27 






A (Experimontal vs Comparison) 


24.45 


1 


24.45 


2.62 


Subjects within Groups 


243.04 


26 


9.35' 




IVithin Subjects 
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B (Pre vs Post) 


33.01 


1 


33.01 


8.94* 


AB 


1.45 . , 


1 


1.45 


0.39 


B X Subjects within Groups 


96.04 


26 


3.69 





*P < .05 

Cell and Marginal Means Tabla 

PRE POST MARGINAL 



EXP 


16.79 


14.93 


15.86 


COMP 


.17.79 


16.57 


17.18 



MARGINAL 17.29 15.75 



Page 29G 



TABLE VIII 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionalre 
Teacher Status 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


as 


DF 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




27 






A (Experimental vs Comparison) 


5.78 


1 


S.78 


0.12 


Subjects within Groups 


12S6.72 


26 


48.34 




IVlthin Subjects 




28 






B (Pre vs Post) 


63.62 


1 


68.62 


6.95* 


AB 


0.67 . 


1 


0.67 


0.07 


B X Subjects within Gri-iips 


256.71 


26 


9.87 





*P < .05 



Cell and Marginal Means Table 





PRE 


POST 


MARGINAL 


EXP- 


24.14 


21.71 


22.93 


COM? 


24.57 


22.57 


23.57 


MARGINAL 


24.36 


22.14 





ERIC 



TABLE IX 
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Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental ^B Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
Community Support of Education 



1 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


F 


Betweon Subjects 




27 






A (Experimental vs Comparison) 


1.14 


1 


1.14 


0.05 


Subjects within Groups 


584.71 


26 


22.49 




Within Subjects 




28 






B (Pre vs Post) 


10.28 


1 


10.28 


2.51 


AB • 


0.29 


1 


0.29 


0.07 


B X Subjects within Groups 


106.43 


26 


4.09 





Cell and Marginal Means Table 

PRE POST . MARGINAL 



EXP 

COMP 



14.71 


13.71 


14.86 


14.14 



MARGINAL 14.79 13.93 
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TABLE X 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Oplnionalre 
School Facilities and Services 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DP 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




27 






A (Experimental vs Comparison} 


14.00 


1 


14.00 


1.09 


Subjects within Groups 


332.50 


26 


12.79 




IVithin Subjects 




28 






B (Pre vs Post) 


20.63 


1 


20.63 


4,29* 


AB 


0.29 


1 


0.29 


0.06 


B X Subjects within Groups 


125.07 


26 


4.81 





*P < .05 

Cell and Marginal Means Table 

PRE POST MARGINAL 



1 15.93 


14.57 


16.79 


15.71 



MARGINAL 16.36 15.14 
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TABLE XI 

■ Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinioniare 

Community Pressures 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DP 


MS 


F 


BctKeen Subjects 




27 






A (ExperlniGntal vs Comparison) 


0.01 


1 


0.01 


0.00 


Subjects within Groups 


169.43 


26 


6.52 




Within Subjects 




28 






B (Pre vs Post) 


12.06 


1 


12.06 


4.40* 


AB 


0.64 , 


1 


0.64 


0.23 


B X Subjects within Groups 


71.29 


26 


2.74 





*P < .05 

Cell and Marginal Maans Table 

PRE POST MARGINAL " 



17.36 


16.21 


17.14 


16.43 



MARGINAL 17.25 16.32 
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TABLE XII 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




27 






A (Experimental vs Comparison) 


1740.38 


1 


1740.38 


0.77 , 


Subjects within Groups 


,58853.00 


26 


2263.58 




Within Subjects 




28 






B CPre vs Post) 


107S0.2S 


1 


10750.25 


18.95* 


AB 


197.75 


1 


197.75 


0.55 


B X Subjects within Groups 


1476.00 

1 


26 


567.81 





*P< .05 

Cell and Marginal Meanf rable 



PftB POST MARGINAL 



EXP 


333.86 


302.35 

/ 


318 


11 


COMP 


341.21 


317.29 

1 


329 


25 



MARGINAL 337.54 309.82 
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situations are bound to affect the principal's relations with his 
teachers. 

In the case of Alachua County, the small sample size (n = 14 
experimental, 14 control teachers in two schools) should be noted along 
with- the fact that 1971-72 was the first year of the progrwn's operation, 
The loss in morale Is similar to our 1969-70 findings during our first 
year of operation in five o£ our eleven communities and our second year 
in the other six. It should be remembered that the comparison teachers 
also generally experienced a loss in morale. Perhaps on explanation 
of the differences 'obtained on the salary factor might be the feeling 
on the part of the new experimental teachers that they were taking on 
new added responsibilities without an increase in pay. 

Changes in Parent Educators 

Table xn I presents How. I See Myself Cself-concept) and Social 
Reaction Inventory Cinternal^external focus of control -^Appendix L) " 
pre-post data on parent educators across all communities. The How I 
See Myself CHISM) indicates significant gains on only one factor, 
competence. The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) data does not reveal any 
significant gains. 

It is our belief that the Florida Model should influence the self- 
esteem of the parent educators, most of whom come from low income back- ■ 
grounds and were initially from the same population as the parents they 
Visit. Needless to say, it is very encouraging to find that the parent 
educator's feelings of competency have significantly increased. 

At first glance it would appear that the SRI data is in conflict 
with the HISM finding since it measures the parrnt educator's sense 
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1971-72 Data Summary for Twelve Coimunities 
. HISM and SRI for Parent Educators 



The Hqw I Seo Hvs elf (HISM)-Bareni- Eduoators ( N « 377 ) 

The HIS H measures four faotors related to aelf-oonoept i 

1) Interpersoiml AdequaGy 3) ayslcal Appearance 

2) Social mie « SchODl 4) Competenae 

Hsana, Standard DevlatlonSt and t-Tests of Differances(Postte5t-;^etest 

Jietor 







1 


2 


3 


k 




X 


57.94 


40.24 


18.41 


19.45 ■ 


8 


8.3S 


5.76 


4.09 


3.89. 


Post 


X 


58.27 


39.85 


18.66 


20.13 


s 


8.39 


6. 25 


4.11 


3.80 


t 


0.71 


<1.34 


. 1.35 


3.84* 



*P < .05 



The Social Reaction^ InvontoryfSRl) -mrent Mueator-a ( N ■ 371) 

Thi SRI measurei the extent to whieh a person reports feelings of 
control over the events in his life, with lower scores indicating 
stronger feelings of Internal control. 



Keans, Standard Diviatlons, and t-Test of Dlfferenoe(Posttest-feitest) 





fcetest 


Postteat 






X 


7.56 


7.64 


0.40 


8 


3.98 


4.18. 
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of potency. However, both of these instniments have been administered 
( to parent educators since the 1968-69 school year and a celiing effij 

Cot, perhaps to be more accurate, a bottoming effect since a lower score 
indicates stronger feelings-' of internal control) seems to have occurred 
in the case of the SRI. The means are far below those obtained earlier 
and indicate strong feelings of internal control. 

In order to gather new data on changes in parent educators, members 
of the Florida staff developed two questionnaiTes, one to be filled in 
by the parent educator and one by the project coordinator (see Appendix F) 
and obtained returns from S3S parent educators and all project coordinators 
in the eleven regular centers plus Alachua. The findings may be summarized 
as follows : 

1. Fifty-eight percent of the parent educators responding were Black, 
34% IsMte, 3% Mexican-American, 2% Indian, and 3% other. Less than 1% 
are males and the average age of parent educators was 33. Seventy 
percent of ' the parent educators are married, 10% are divorced, 9% 
are separated, 8% are unmarried, and 41 are widowed. ■ 

Most of the respondents come from educational backgrounds in which 
their om fathers (49%) and mothers (41%) completed only the eighth 
grade or less. Twenty percent of .the fathers and 27% of the mothers ■ 
completed some high school, while 20% of the fathers and mothers graduated 
from high school (see Table XIV). 

How do parent educators get their jobs? Twenty-five percent said 
they were active PAC members and 42% said they were active classroom 
volunteers before becoming parent educators. 



ERIC 
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The parent educator drop-out rate has been as follows: 1968-69 = 
■ 34%; 1969-70 - 24%; 1970=71 = 181; 1971=72 =201. Their salaries 
averaged $315 per month across all communities Cexcluding Alachua). 

2. Before becoming parent educators, the majority of the respondents 
CS1%3 had completed high school and only 15% had completed some college 
(up to two years of college). Twenty- two percent had some high school 
but did not graduate and 61 completed eighth grade or less. Only 4% 

had completed two years o£ college, another 4% had completed more than 
two years of college, but not four years, and less than 1% had completed 
four years of college. 

3. After becoming parent educators, 43% of the respondents had 
completed some college (up to two years) , Si completed two years of 
college, another 5% completed two years , but not four years of college 
and still less than 1% had completed four years of collega. Twenty- 
seven percent completed high school, 171 completed some high school but 
did not graduate and 3% completed eighth grade or less. 

Table XIV summarizes the data conceniing changes in the parent educators' 
level of educational attainment and their educational backgrounds in tenns 
of their parents' level of educational attainment. 

4. The majority of respondents (77%) have continued to live in the 
same house since becoming parent educators but 59% have made major 
changes in the house such as painting, repairs, new furniture, appliances, 
etc. Of the 23% who moved to a different house, 71% said they had moved 
to a better house and another 26% moved to a house that was about the 
same as their old house. Only 3% said they moved to a poorer house. 

5. Several different kinds of educational opportunities have been 



TABLE XIV 



Page 29A 



Educational Levels of Parents of PEs and 
Changes in Educational Level of PEs 



% Completing Eighth 
Grade or Less 

I Completing Some 
High School But 
Not Graduation 

% Completing 
High School 

% Completing Some 
College But Not 2 
Years 

% Completing Two 
Years of College 



^ Completing Two 
Years But Not 
Four Years of 
College 

% Completing Four 
Years o£ College 



Father's 

Educational 

Level 



Mother ' s 

Educational 

Level 



Pi's Before 
Entering 
FT 



491 



20% 



20% 



1% 



3% 



411 



271 



20* 



5% 



2% 



2% 



2% 



6% 



22^ 



51^ 



141 



4% 



4% 



<ll 



PE's After 
Participation 
in FT 



3% 

171 

27% 
431 

5% 
5% 

<1% 
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made available to PE's by the program. Sixty-three percent of the 
parent aducators have taken college courses. In 1968-69 only six 
PE's took 20 semester hours of credit. In 1969-70, 66 PE's took 544 
hours credit. By 1970-71, 190 PE's took 2,239 hours credit and by 
1971-^72 203 PE's took 1,889 hours credit. 

Fifteen percent of the PE's have taken basic education courses, 
and 12% have taken , refresher high school courses, and 7% have taken 
refresher basic college courses. Sixteen percent have taken the GBD 
(high school equivalency) exam. Six percent took advantage of other 
educational opportunities. 

6. Follow Through has affected the PB's knowledge in other ways. 
Eighty-seven percent of the PE' s, feel their knowledge has increased 
significantly in certain areas: the availability of medical, dental, 
and social services - 87%' legal assistance to low income parents - 77%; 
workmen's compensation - 48%. 

Fifty-one percent feel that they speak "school type" English "much 

.■i ..." . " 

better" as a result of their participation in the program. Another 31% 
feel they speak "a little better" and 19%"no better." 

7. Sixty-four percent of the respondents feel that they have changed 
"a great deal" in their attitudes toward understanding and managing 
children. Twenty-five percent feel they have "changed a little" and 

11% feel that they have not changed. 

The parent educators also feel that they have changed their attitude 
toward understanding and 'managing their om children with regard to the 
five areas reported In Table XV. 

Further evidence of change was provided when PE's wtre asked. if 
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TABLE XV 

Changes In Parenr^Educators' Attitudes Toward Understanding 
and Managing Their Own Children in Five Areas 



No Changes Changed a Little Changed a 

Great Deal 



ReEsoning / 19% 341 47% 

Spanking .341 341 31% 

Talking 21% 29% S0% 

Explaining iVhy 19% 27% 541 

Asking IVhat 

Child's Problems Are 18% 25% 571 ^ 
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they had related to their own'children at home in certain ways. Ninety- 
three percent said they read books to their children; 96% talk more with 
their children; 961 work with their .children; and 91% play with their 
children. 

mm the parent educator change data obtainid from the two questionnaires 
is examined along with the SRI and HISM data that has been collected since 
the beglnnirig of our program, it seems more than safe to say that Follow 
Through has. had a definite and profound effect upon parent educators 
and their lives. Such changes may turn out to be among the strongest 
and longest lasting ones produced by the program. 

Changes In Children 

Two kinds of pupil change data were gathered during 1971-72: 
(1) changes in self-concept as measured by the I Feel Me Feel (IFMF) 
and (2) changes in autonomous functioning in problem solving as assessed 
by the Cincinnati Autonoiny Test Battery CCATB) . .The IFMF Csee Appendix M 
yields five factors Cgeneral adequacy, peer, teacher-school, academic, 
and physical) and is mdministered on a pre-post basis. Table XVI 
summarizes the IFMF data for qualified and non-qu 

the eleven communities. Table XVII through XXI present IFhIF data from 
Alachua County analyzed on a pre versus post, experlmentfil versus comparison 
basis. 

Across the eleven centers the qualified children made significant ' 
gains on all five factors while the non-qualified children made significant 
gains on three of the five factors. An exaralnatlon of the posttest 
means indicates that the qualified and non^quallfled children were very 
close together by the end gf the school year. In the case of Alachua 
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TABLE XVI 

1971-72 Data Summary for Eleven Communities 

IFMF for Children 

/ ... . ' . 

The I Feel. Ma Feal( lF!^)-nhnf1rBw • 

The IFIIF m^iasures five .faotora related .to aalf -concept In chlldrBa 

1) General Adequacy 3) Teaaher-Sehool y 5) VtmLmX 

2) Peer k) Academic 

Means, StandMd Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Poatteat-Ftottst) 

for Qualified Chlldrin ( N - 300S) *p < .os 

Factor 







1 


2 


3 


k 


5 




X 


61.89 


50.97 


39.69 


50.72 


46.47 


8 


9.16 


7.63 


6.01 . 


9.72 . 


6.79 




X 


63.19 


51.92 


40.32 


61 .21 


47.53 


Post 


a 


8. 52 


2.99 


5.61 • 


9,09 


6.02 


t 


6,99* 


6.0s* 


4.99* 


7.69* 


7.78* 



, standard Deviations, and t-Testa of DifforanoesCPosttest-a'etest) 
for non-Qimlified Children ( H - 1228 ) *P < .05 



S^ictor 







1 


2 


3 




5 




. X 


63. S3 


1 S2;20 


40.19 


60.86 


47.18 


3 


8.41 


7.16 


5.67 


9.31 


6.39 


Post 


X 


63.92 


•S2.67 


40.47 


61.68 


47.74 


8 


7.84 


6.40 


S.41 


8.40 


S.40 


t 


1;47 


2 . 00* 


l.SO 


2.84* 


2.85* 
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TABLE XVII 

Analysis of Varlanca for Alachua County . 
Experimentals vs Comparison 
Pre vs. Post 

I Feel Me Feel - Children 

Factor: . General Adequacy 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


ss 


DP 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




334 






A CExperimental vs Comparison) 


99.55 


1 


99.55 


1.28 


Subjects within Groups 


25996.00 


333 


78.07 




Within Subjects ^ 




335 






B (Pre vs Post) , 


391.69 


1 


391.69 


8 . 40* 


AB 


52.70 


1 


52.70 


1.13 


B X Subjects within Groups 


15523.00 


333 


46.62 





*P < .05 • 
Cell and Marginal Means. Table 



PRE ■ POST MARGINAL 



EXP 
COMP 



62.72 


64.82 ■ 


62.52 


63.48 



f-lARGINAL 



62.63 64.20 



Page 34C 



TABLE XVI n 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
\ Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

I Feel Ms Feel - Children 

Factor: Peer 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


' F 


Between Subjects 




334 






A CExperlmental vs Comparison) 


S.21 


1 


5.21 • 


0.10 


Subjects within Groups 


17718.00 


333 


53.21 ■ 




Within Subjects 




335 






B (Pre vs Post) 


216.02 


i 


216.02 


5.^90* 


AB 


32.53, 


1 


32.53 


0.89 


B X Subjects within Groups 


12189.00 


333 


36.50 





,. *P < .05 

Cell and Marginal Means Table 



PRE POST MARGINAL 



EXP 
COMP 



SI. 35 


52.93 


51.61 


.52.31 



MARGINAL 51.47, 52.64 



ERIC 
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TABLE XIX 

Analysis of Variance for Alachus County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

I Feel Me Feel - Children 
Factor: Teacher-School 



• (■ 

ERIC 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DP 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




334 






A CExperimental vs Comparison) 


154.86, 


1 


154.86 


4.31* 


Subjects within Groups 


11953.00 


333 


35.89 




iVithin Subjects 




335 






B (Pre vs Post) 


119.07 


1 


119.07 


5.88* 


AB 


5.86, 


1 


5. 86 


0.29 


B X Subjects within Groups 


6742.00 


333 


■ 20.25 





*P < .05 
Cell and Marginal Means Table 





PRE 


POST 


MARGINAL 


EXP 


4Q.18 


41.22 


40.70 


COMP 


.39.41 


40.06 


39.74 


hIARGINAL 


39,82 


40.68 
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TABLE XX 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimental vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

I Feel Me Feel - Children 

Factor: Academic 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




334 






A CExperimental vs Comparison) 


201.05 


1 


201.05 


2.11 


Subjects within Groups 


31674.00 


333 


. 95.12 




SVithin Subjects 




335 






B (Pre vs Post) 


311.01 


1 


311.01 


5.67* 


AB 


93.69 , 


1 


93.69 


1.71 


B X Subjects within Groups 


18277.00 


333 


54.89 





*P < .05 

Cell and Marginal Means Table 

PRE POST MARGINAL 



EXP 
COM? 



60,46 


62.58 


,60.11 


60.73 



MARGINAL 60.30 61.72 
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TABLE XXI 

Analysis of Variance for Alachua County 
Experimantal vs Comparison 
Pre vs Post 

I Feel Me Feel - Children 

Factor: Physical 



SOURCE OF VARIATION 


SS 


DF 


MS 


F 


Between Subjects 




334 






A (Experimental vs Compajfison) 


4.S5 


1 


4.55 


0.10 


Subjects within Groups 


14776.00 


333 


44.37 




Within Subjects 




335 






B (Pre VS Post) 


332.48 


1 


332.48 


12.97* 


AB • 


1S.62. 


1 


15.62 


0.61 


B X Subjects within Groups 


8534,00 


333 


25.63 





*P < .05 

Cell and Marginal Means Table 

PRE POST MARGINAL 



EXP 

COMP 



46.54 


48.26 


.47.01 


48.12 



MARGINAL 46.76 48.19 
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County both experimentals and comparisons made significant^ gains on all 
five factors and in the case of the teacher-school factor the experimentals 
outgained the comparisons* 

Needless to say, these results are very encouraging. Self-concept 
has repeatedly been shown to highly correlate with school achievement. 
These results further confirm our convictions that our program is pro- 
ducing pupil growth in positiva ways. In the case of the Alachua County 
data^ Follow^ Through children outgained comparison children on the teacher- 
school factor during that prograjn»s first year of pperatipn. 

The Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (see Appendix N) is a measure 
of the child's autonomous functioning in problem solving* It was 
administered to a random sample of six children at each grade level 
in six communities (jonesboro, Jacksonville , Chattanooga, Lawrenceburg, Alac 
and Houston) at four diffarent times during the school year. The CATB 
is actmlly a series of tests administered on an individual basis. Data 
were recorded on eleven variables which relate to the following six 
specific abilities: 

1. Curiosity - the tendency to explore, manipulate^ investigate 
and discover when faced with a new situation Cvariables 1, 2, 
and 3) 

2. Innovative Behavior ^ the tendency to generate a wide variety 
of solutions to problems Cvariable 7), 

3. Impulse Control - the tendency to restrain physical and mental 
activity when the task demands it Cvariables 4 and 11). 

4. Intentional Laarning ^ the ability to learn a specified task 
(variable 6) . ' ' 

5. Incidental Learning - the tendency to learn things other than 
the specified task while working on the specified task Cvariable 
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6. Field Independence - the ability to focus on something and 
separate it from the visual field Cvariables 8, 9, and 10). 

Tables XXII through XXV report the results obtained when the eleven 
variablos were examined by analysis of variance at each grade level. 
Kindergarten children made significant gains in curiosity. First grade 
made significant gains on variables 8, 9, and 10 which relate to field 
independence. Second graders made no significant gains on variables 
4 and S which relate to impulse control and incidental learning. 

The results are disappointing in several ways. Our hope in adopting 
the CATB was to utilize an instrument that is more sensitive to gains 
in the "higher" cognitive processss that are most standardized achieve- 
ment tests. The results obtained are difficult to interpret and incon= 
elusive. In all fairness to the instrument, the size of the n in each 
cell was rather small and may account for much of the instability found 
across several of the variables. The plan for 1972-73 is to increase 
the size of the n in each cell. 

Changes in Home Learning Environment 

A basic premise of the Florida Model is that the home is a key 
learning environment. Research has indicated that certain aspects of 
the home learning environraent are related to pupil achievement. The 
Home Environment Review or HER (see Appendix 0) is a structured inter- 
view schedule designed to serv© two purposes : First , to inform 
parent educators and teachers about actual home conditions which should 
influence the development of tasks, and second , to serve as a measure 
of change in nine aspects of the home learning environment. Table 
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Means, Standard Deviations and Associated F - Ratios 
for Kindergarten children in six communities on varrables of 
the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery, 

(£ - Ratios based on 3-66df; asterick Indicates *P < ,05) 



Variable Name 


Time Period 


P - D n -f- 4 rk 


I 


II 


III 


IV 


r ~ KaLlO 


1 . 


Task Tnitiatinn 


1.33 
0.84 ■ 


1.94 
1.3S 


2.26 
1.37 


2.20 
1.42 


2.0139 


2. 


Curiosity Box - 
Total Activity 


10.00 
9.83 


16.00 

,8.65 


17.00 
11. 04' 


19.53 
9.55 


2.8793* 


3, 


Curiosity Box - 
Verbalization 
Box - Related 


1,67 
2.68 


2.28 
3.32 ■ 


3.00 
3.11 


2,47 
3.52 


0.S59S 


4. 


Impulse Control 
Average Rate 


119.78 
94.66 


125.06 
. 94.19 


108.47 
71.41 


191.20 
117.33 


2.4898 


S. 


Total Incidental 
Recall 


1.56 
1.25 


1.72 
1.18 


1.05 
1.08 . 


2.13 
1.51 ' 


2.1948 


6. 


Total Post- 

Familiarlzatign 
Recall 


2.94 
. 1.63 


3.28 
1.41 


2.89 
2.28 


3.40 ' 
1.84 


0.3141 


7. 


Dog and Bone 


9.44 
5.22 


7.89 
3. 51 


7.89 
3.71 


8.27 
3.35 


0.4564 


8. 


Total "tent" 


3.11 
i.68 


2.61 
1.46 


2.26 
1.66 


2.73 
1.62 


0.8726 


9. 


Total "cone" or 
"house" 


8.67 
1.65 


7.72 
2. OS 


6.79 
3.15 


8.00- 
2.90 


1.7808 


10. 


Total Embeddeci 
i'igures 


11.61 
2.64 


10.33 
2. 59 


9.05 
4.16 


10.73 
4,30. . 


1.7180 


11. 


Total Matching 
■igures 


9.83 
2.43 


10.28 
2.76 


9.16 
3.83 


10.27 
1.39 


0.6327 
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TABLE XXI 11 

Means^ Standard Deviations and Associated F « Ratios 
for Grade 1 children in six communities on^variables 
of the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery. 
C£ - Ratios based on 3,137dfi asterick indicates *P < .05} 



Variable Name 


Time Poriod 


„ £ - Ratio 


I 


n 


III 


IV 


1. 


Task Initiation 


1.31 
1.06 


1.64 
1.15 


1.43 
0.92 


1.32 
0.77 


0.8671 


2. 


Curiosity Box - 
Total Activity 


16.72 
10.84 


18.97 
,10.05 


17.57 
10.65 


18.00 
9.83 


0,2670 


3. 


Curiosity Box - 
Verbalization 
Box - Related 


1.00 
1.61 


1.89 
3.11 


1.17 
2.39 


1,29 
2.43 


0.8595 


4. 


Impulse Control 
Average Rate 


122.66 
136.05 


137.89 
119.38 


130.06 
109.78 


152.79 
116.23 


U . 4Uo/ 


5. 


' Total Incidental 
Recall 


1.81 
1.42 


1.75 
1.34 


1.83 
1.34 . 


1.71 

0,98 


0.0668 


6. 


Total Post- 
, Familiarization 
Recall 


3.31 
1.86 


3,89 
1.75 


4.29 
1.74 


3.89 
1 ?7 


J. • /o /U 


7. 


Dog and Bone 


7.47 
3.16 


9.61 
4.14 


8.00 
4.05 


9.79 
5.42 


2.5006 


8. 


Total "tent" 


3.16 
1.69 


3.33 
1.33 


4.09 

0.95 1 


3.37 
1.30 


3.2649* 


9. 


Total "cone" or 
"house" 


3.94 
2.54 


5.08 
2. 58 


1 

5.63 

2.06 j 


6.39 
3.08 

i 


S.4332* 


10. 


Total Embedded 
Figures 


7.19 
5.25 


8.33 
3.56 


9.49 ! 

2.68 i 
1 


10.05 
3.81 


4.9170* 


11. 


Total Matching 
Figures 


6.81 
2.24 


7.17 
1.61 


. 7. 54 j 
1.67 :^ . j 


8.03 

2.48 


2.3019 
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TABLE XXIV 

Means, Staiidard Deviations and Associated F - Ratios 
for Grade 2 children in six communities on~variables 
of the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery. 
C£ - Ratios based on 3,121d£3 



Variable Name 


Time Period 


F - Ratio 


I 


11 


III 


IV 


X « 


Task Initiation 


1.38 
0.82 


1.39 
0.93 


1.65 
1.25 


1.59 
1.07 


0.5375 


2. 


Curiosity Box - 
. Total Activity 


18.83 
10.17 


21.52 
16.00 


19.29 
10.80 


21.13 
8.83 


0.3902 


3. 


Curiosity Box - 
V'erbalization 
Box - Related 


O.SS 
1.48 


1.21 
2.09 


1.03 
2,12 


1.53 
2. SO 


1.1594 


4. 


Impulse Control 
.'.i erage Rate 


91.66 
52.59 


116.30 
90.95 


138,35 
125,03 


116,28 
72.12 


J, . ^558 


5, 


Total Incidental 
Recall 


2.34 
1.11 


2.36 
1.27 


2.42 
1.57 


2.50 
1.70 ■ 


0.0736 


6. 


Total Post- 
Familiarization 
Recall 


4.24 
1.60 


3.97 
2,01 


3.90 
1.42 


3.94 
2.12 


0.2140 


7. 


Dog and Bone 


10.14 
3.89 


9.24 
3.57 


8.58 
5.03 


9.05 
3.27 


0.7'951 


8. 


Total "tent" 


3.66 
1.08 


3.88 
1.34 


3.65 
1.45 


3.63 
1.43 


0.2577 


9. 


Total "cone'' or 
"house" 


5.62 
2.70 


6.42 
2.96 


6.81 
3.05 


6.66 
2.67 


0.0976 


10. 


Total Embedde'a 
Figures 


10.28 
3.33 

1 


10.00 
4.22 


10.16 
4.63 


10.31 

3.43 


0.0407 


11. 


Total Matching 
Figures 


8.21 ; 

1.90 

... 1 


7.61 
1.8S 


8.42 
2.42 


8.22 

2.55 


0.8232 
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TABLE XXV 

( Means, Standard Deviations and Associated F - Ratios 

for Grade 3 children in six communities Qn~variables 
of the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery, 
(£ - Ratios based on 3'137df] asterick indicates *P < ,05) 



Variablo Name 


Time Period 


£ - Ratio 


I 


n 


III 


IV 


1. Task Initiation 


1.47 . 

1 AO 

1 , 08 


1.46 
0 . 98 


1.26 
0. 79 


1.50 
1.06 


0 40S6 


2. Curiosity Box 

Total Activity 


20.53 
10.80 


22.37 
8.97 


21.53 
9.69 


19.61 
10.38 


1 

0.5096 i 


3, Curiosity Box - 
Verbalization 
Box = Related 


1.17 
2.71 


1.54 
2. 25 


1,41 
2.84 


1.06 
1.84 


0 295fi ' 

r 
1 
1 


4, Impulse Control 
Average Rate 


99.22 
66.99 


107.20 
82.77 


135,50 
112.27 


181.81 
151.53 


4.2498* I 


S. Total Incidental 
Recall 


2,19 ' 
1.26 


^ i 0 u 

' 1.1'2 


2.15 
1 . 23 


3.17 
1.9S 


3.8641* 


6. Total Post- 

Familiarization 
Recall ^ 

* 


4 . 14 
1.-S3 


s.oo 

1.24 


4.47 
1.56 


5.00 
1.96 


2.5153 

i 


7. Dog and Bona 


11.81 
6.22 , 


10.91 
,6.15 


10.41 
4.65 


10.42 
4.88 


O.S'OIS i 

1 


8. Total ^'tent^^ 


4.44 
0.84 


4.31 
1.16 


4.47 
0.71 


4.19 
0.98 


0.6548 1 
t 

. f. 


9* Total "cone'* or 
^^house** 


7.86 
2.64 


7.69 
2. 95 


8.09 : 7.58 
2.61 2.42 

1 

i 


0.2406 j 

1 

i 


10. Total Embedded 
Figures 


12.31 '. 
2.98 j 


11.94 
3.63 


12.50 
2.92 i 


11.86 
2.99 


0,3222 


U. Total Matching 
Figures 


8.69 
2.80 


9.S7 
3.37 


8.62 i 9.11 
1.48 j 1.92 


1,0707 j 
1 

— J 
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XXVI through XXX summarize data obtained on a pretest - posttest basis 
on the nine variables of the HER in qualified and non-qualified homes. 

Overall, although the HER does not yield a total score, movement 
is noted in a positive direction on all nine variables. Qualified homes 
moved much closer to resembling the learning environments in non-qualified 
homes. Non-qualified homes remained relatively stationary from pretest 
to posttest making slight increases on all nine variables. In spite of 
their larger gains, qualified homes generally began' behind and remained 
behind non-qualified homes. Overall the picture is a very good one. A 
variable by variable interpretation of the data follows: 

1- Expectations for Child ^s Schooling . In qualified homes most 
parents, both pre and post, expected thslr child to complete high school 
although many others, expected their child to finish college. For non- 
qualified homes, most parents expected their child to finish college 
although many others expected their child to only finish high school. 

2. Awareness of Child's Development . In qualified homes, most 
parents could see that their child had both strengths and weaknesses 
but did not see them as related to school behavior. The non-qualified 
parents were essentially the same as the qualified parents although a 
relatively greater number of non-qualified parents could see how their 
child's strengths and weaknesses are related to his school behavior. 

, 3. Rewards for Intellectual Attainment . Both qualified and non- 
qualified homes evidenced the sanie pattern pre and post. Most parents 
were aware that It is important to reward the child when he is correct. 
Many others have a clear cut system for giving rewards and punishments 
when they are teaching their child. . ■ 

■■ ■ ■ ' \ . , ■ 
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TABLE XXVI 

1971-72 Data Summary for Twelve Communities 



The Homo En vironmGnt Review [HER] 

Note: The HER moasuros nine dimensions CEnvironmental Processes) of the 
honiGS participating in the Florida Parent Education Program, The 
results for each variable are presented for qualified and nQn-qualifiod 
homes. The resulti are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 

Variable 1: Expectations for Child^s Schooling 







Qualified Homes 






Non-Qualified Homas 










Posttest 




Pretest 








Posttest 




Pretest 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total . 




1 


2 


3 


4 


S 


Total 


r 


2 


0 


3 


13 


2 


20 


1 


0 


. 0 


0 


1 


0 


1 


2 


2 


0 


0 


S 


2 


9 






0 


0 , 


0 


.0 




Pretest 3 


2 


0 


10 


,25 


6 


44 






0 


0 


1 


2 


0 


3 


4 


14 


1 


43 


1790 


467.. 


2315 








2 


2 


404 


138 


551 


S 


6 


0 


4 


406 


895 ' 


1311 






1 


0 


0 


140 


530 


671 


Posttest 

Total 


26 


1 


60 


2240 


1372 


3699 






6 


2 


3 


547 


668 


1226 



i i 

o 
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Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



Table of Means 
Pretest . Posttest 



4.32 


. 4.33 


4.54 


4.S2 ■ 



TABLE XXVII 

HER Results (Continued) 

Variabla 2 i Awareness of Child's nevelownient 
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Table of Means 







Posttest 


Qualified 


3 


28 


3.28 


non-Ciuallflod 


3 


44 


3.53 



1 


Qualifiod Homes 
Poottest 

i 2 3 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Homn 
Posttest 

1 2 3 4- 5 


i 

Pretest 
Total 


49 


37 


88 


,13 


13 


200 


2 


12 


22 


10 


6 


1 ! 

52 I 


2 


40 


179 


207 


58 


66 

- 


560 


8 


55 


59 


25 


36 


183 ' 


detest 3 


88 


179 


933 


215 


259 


1674 


J 18 


62 


257 


69 


104 


SIO !! 


if 


20 


59 


216 


117 


131 


543 


S 


14 


S3 


30 


38 


140 , 


5 


22 


55 


278 


94 


273 


722 




18 




S3 


167 


^ 341 i 


est Total 


219 


509 


1722 


507 


742 


3699 


41 


161 


486 


187 


351 


1226 i! 



Varlabie 3 , Rewards for Intellectual Attainment 



Protest 



PoSttfiSt 



5 



26 



PosttesY Total 



18 



53 



23 



126 



23 



58 



33 



130 



16 



91 



18 • 53 



27 1 100 

— f-— — 
97 

44 



non-Qualified Hcrr.es 
Pcsttest 



44 



31 



184 



131 



11 



58 



202 



959 ; 553 
880 



462 
1675 



1566 



212 



1730 



1442 



3699 



,18 



42 



20 



20 



37 



23 



10 



23 



408 



178 



642 



15 



191 



264 



485 



Table of Msana 
^Qtcst Posttest 



Qmlified ' 


4.11 


' 4.20 


' nDn-Qualif led 


4.17 


4.23 



Pretest 
Total 



SO 



25 



49 



646 



456 



1226 



TABLE XXVIII 

HER Results (Contlnuod) 

VariAblo 4 i , Press for Language Development 
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- 


Qimlified, Hoit.gb 
Postteot 


Pretest 




non-Quallficd Komes 
Posttcst 


r ..— r 

Pretest 




1 


2 


3 . 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Tetal 


1 


40 


32 


so 


19 


14 


15S 


9 


11 


13 


5 






2 


34 , 


96 


117 


72 


26 


345 


12 


25 


49 


21 


12 


1 119 


fteteat 3 


63 


120 


775 


352 


159 


1469 


14 


31 


235 


137 


55 


472 




30 


63 


361 


545 


21S , 


1214 


5 


17 


135 


206 


65 




5 


6 


21 


97 


181 


211 


516 


1 


4 


48 


59 


S3 


165 < 


:est Total 


J 7.L 


JIL 




Jlj69 


625 


.-3699 - - 


41 


88 


479 


428 


190 


"~ ^ -j 

1226 i 



Table of Means 
Ptetcst Posttest 





Qur.liflcd 


3,43 


3.47 




non-Qualified 


3.45 


'3.52 













Varlabla S . Ayai lability of Supplies for L anguage Developnient 



xtctest 



Tatle of Keans 



FRir 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


'3.44 


3.60 


non-Quallficd 


•4.06 


4.13 ■ 



1 


1 ' 


Qualified Ho.T.or 
Posttest 

2 3 4 5 


Protest 
Total 


non-Qualified Horr.es 
Posttest 

12 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 

i 


214 


98 


68 
111 


34 


! 62 1 


476 1 1! 14 


18 


11 


4 


12 


59 ; 


2 


78 


227 


72 


124 


612 




39 


23 


12 


29 


116 


. 3 


45 


107 


189 


142 


241 


724 


8 


16 


60 


30 


78 


192 




23 


46 


110 


146 


245 


570 


6 


14 


37 


43 


86 


186 


5 


27 


101 


171 


189 


829 


1317 


7 


19 


51 


99 


497 


673 


otai- 


387 


579 


649 


583 


1501 


3699 


48 


106 ilS2 


188 


702 


1226 . 



TABLE XXIX 
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lIEn RcGUlts (Continued) 



Variable 6 i Learning Opportunities Outside the Home 



1 

2 


Qualified }Iorr.ea 
Poattest 

1 2 3^5 


Protest 
Total 


non-CualiflGd Homes 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 

Total 


27 


3S 


32 


13 


3 


110 


1 


3 


6 


4 


0 


) 1 
1 14 


30 


124 


210 


71 


25 


460 


" s 


29 


31 


10 


9 




Pretest 3 


38 


183 


720 


419 


187 


1547 


6 


35 


181 


127 


59 


408 ! 


if 


9 


51 


339 


387 


234 


1020 


0 


21 


110 


177 


112 


■ 420 : 


_ _ _ _5 


S 


18 


124 


180 


235 


562 


0 


2 


41 


95 


162 


300 


Posttest Total 


109 


411 


1425 


1070 


684 


1699 


12 


. 90 


369 


413" 


342 


1226 -jl 



Tatle of Means 





detest 


Posttest 




3.40 


3.50 


non-Qiinllficd 


3,74 


3.80 



Variable 7 . Materials for Learning in the H 



Ptctcst 



1 


Qualified Hor.or 
Posttest 

1,2 3 if 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Hoir.es 
Pcsttest 

1 2 3 if 5 


Pretest 
Total 


14 


39 


32 


13 


5 


103 


1 


4 


S 


2 


1 




2 


27 


219 


254 


125 


38 


• 663 


5 


30 


34 


32 


5 


106 i 


3 


15 


191 


577 


415 


144 


1342 


3 


33 


178 


133 


41 


388 


if 


3 


_ 64 


_266_ 


553 


225 


nil 


2 


10 


102 


243 


111 


468 1 


5 


2 


24 


80 


176 


198 


480 


0 


; 1 


30 


96 


124 


251 . 


otai* 


61 


537 


1209 


1282 


610 


3699 


11 


78 


349 


506 


282 


1226 , 



Tabl© of Means 





ftetest 


Posttest 


i CH'^lified 


3. 32 


3.S0 


! ( 5 non-Qualified 


3-. 68 


3.79 









TABLE' XXX 



Page 37E 



HER Results (Continued) 

VarlablQ § 5 Reading Press 







Qualified Homes 
Poattest 


Pretest 


. .. 


non-Qualified Ho;-es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total' 


.1 


377 


200 


94 


103 


42 


816 


45 


40 




14 


3 117 \ 


z 


146 


508 


98 


292 


117 


1161 


36 


142 


45 


104 


31 


! 358 


detest 3 


52 


78 


103 


118 


33 


, 384 


7 


27 


17 


37 


8 


96 




66 


183 


94 


476 


156 


975 


18 


49 


34 


24S 


■ — T 

83 : 


429 : 


5 


12 


65 


24- 


131 


131 


363 


4 


19 


11 


79' 


112 1 


225 l! 


I'osttest Total 


653 


1034 


413 


1120 


479 


3699 


piio 


277 


122 


479 


237 J 


1225 .'J 



Table of Means 





a-etest 


Posttest 


Qunllflcd 


2. 


70 


2,93 


non-Qualified 




23 


3 , 37 



Variable 9 i Trust in School 



1 


\ Qualified tloms 
Posttest 

1 2 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Hor.es 
Posttest 

1 2 3 k 5 


Pretest 
Total ' 


0 


3 


5 


1 


8 


17 1 


0 


2 


1 


1 


3 


i 

7 ' 

t 


■ : 2 


2 


27 


46 


34 


32 


141 1 


i 1 


7 


IS 


5 


4 


32 i 


^otoat 3 


8 


51 


42S 


277 


302 


1063 


2 


18 


91 


86 


SO 


277 j 


if 


6 


32 


222_ 


J30S_ 


_372_ 


933 


1 


9 


54 


102 


152 


318 : 


5 


4 


241 


316 


""951 


1544 


4 


15 


64 


121 


388 . 


592 ' 


Posttost Totai 


20 




93T 


933 


1665 


36S~8 




'si ' 


225" 


iis" 


627" 


1226 1 



TablG of Means 
Ptetcst PoottcGt 



( 



Q'oalif icd 


4.04 


4.10 


non-Qualif iod 


4.19 


4.23 
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4. Press for Language Development . Again the pattern is essentiaUy 
the same for, qualified and non-qualified homes, pre and post. Most 

parents sometimes made corrections in the child's speech and many other 
parents made a consciQus effort to improve their child's speech. Relative; 
fewer parents spent 'a great de^l of timF'developiTig their child' s correct 
use of English. 

5. Availability of Supplies for Language Development . Most parents, 
qualified and non-qualified, have dictionaries, books, children's books, 
newspapers and magazines in their honie, although relatively more non- 
qualified homes had them than qualified homes, More qualified homes 
changed; than did non-qualified homes, although more non-qualified homes' 
provided such supplies both pre and post. 

fi* Learning Opportunities Outside the Home . In qualified homes 
most parents made "some effort" to teach their child outside the home, 
although many others made "much effort" to do so. There was also, an 
increase in the number of parents making a "clearcut effort'^ to teach 
their child outside the home. 

Parents in non-qualified homes made "much effort" although manv 
others made "some effort" to teach their child outside the home. 

The number of qualified and non-qualifiel 'parents making a clearcut 
effort increased, 

^' Materials for Learning i n the. Home . Both qualified and non- 
qualified homes evidenced a movement toward making a systematic attempt ■ 
to provide materials and situations for learning in the home with relatively 
more non-qualified homes making such an attempt than qualified homes. 

Qualified homis revealed a change from most parents making "some 

....... ^ 
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attempt" to provide matgrials and situations for learning to most 
parents making "many attempts.'* 

In non-qualified homes, most parents made *^many attempts" both 
pre and post. . „ 4 ' 

8.^ Raading Press , In the case of qualified homes, an, almost 
bi'-modal distribution resulted in which many parents have and use books 
in the home and none from the library while many others used both books 
in the 'home and library books.- A shift is noted toward an increase in 
the number of library books being used along with, books alraady in the 
home to systematically teach the child. 

In non^quallfied homes^ a similar bi-modal distributional is 
evidenced but with relatively more parents systematically using both 
library books and other reading materials to teach the child in the 
home - 

9' Trust in School . In qualified homes/ most parents had a . 
"great deal" of trust of school although many had only "some trust" 
or "more: trust." Movement is toward a "great deal*^ of trust , 

In non-qualified homes, a clearer pattern of having a "great deal 
of trust" in the school is in evidence. 

Changes in Parents ■ ■ 

Although the Home Environment Review data indicates several kinds 
of changes in parents, an attempt, was made to gather data on 'changes in 
parents as individuals in one of our Follow Through cominunlties Cflouston) . 
The How I See Myself CHISM) and the Social Reaction Inventor)^ (SRI), 
the same self-concept of internal-external locus of control Instruments 
that were used with the parent educators, were administered to 459 and 



Page 40 

* ' . "1 

4S0 parents respectively. These data are reported in Table XXXI* 

It should be obvious that the same results were obtained for the 

Houston parents as were obtained for the parent educators in all conmiun- 

ities- They registered significant gains on the Competence Factor of 

the HISM and no gaing on the SRI although again a bottoniing effect seenis 

to have been reached. Perhaps thesa findings are not su^rising when 

it is remembered that most parent educators were and still are parents. 

Community by Community 

IVhile it is not fair to compare our communities with one another 
because of varying local conditions, the following tables present 
community by con^f:tunity dataVon the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire -on teachers 
the How I See Myself and Social Reaction Inventory on parent e^cators, 
the I Feel Me Feel on children, and the Home Environment Review on home 
leaming. environments . All these Instruments have already been discussed 
and are included in appendices/ Again, no attempt is being made hare to 
compare communities. Bach conmiunity*s data should be viewed inderendentl} 

Changes in the Policy Advisory Commlttea 

It has already been noted that the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) 
plays a central role in the Florida Model. There two kinds of data 

were collected concerning PAC: CI) changes in parents' knowledge of PAC 
and (2) infomiation on actual PAC activities . The former was collected 
by means of the Parent Response Report CPRR) which is a 30 item instrument 
which requires the parent to respond on a "yes,^* "no," or "don't know" 
basis. The instrument and a table of item by item responses by pai'^nts 
across all communities is included in Appendix P. "Yes" is the 
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TABLE XXXI 

1971-72 Data Summary for Houston - Parents' H ISM and SRI 
Thp HoiT I Sco Hycolf(HI5H) -Parants ( N - 4S9 ) / = ^ 

The HIS K measures four factors related to sclf-coriCept i 

1) Intcrpsrsorml Adcqtmcy 3) Physical Appearance 

2) Social mie « School v 4) Cornpetcnce 
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The Social RoDntion In TOntoryfBHll -l^rQnts _ ( N ^ 4S0 .) ^ 
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Center: Community #1 
The How I See Nvself fHTSM)-Pa^^t,V Educators ( N « 49 ) - 

The HISH measures four factors related to self-ooneepti 

, 3) Hiyslcal Appearmnce 
^) CoBpetenoe 



1) Interperaonal Adeouacy 

2) Social tola - School 



Means, Standard Diviatlono, and t-Tests of DlffBreno8s(Posttest-F!retest) 
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The Social Reaetlon In ventorvfSRl) -RiyBwf Edueat-nrg ( ^ 46 ') 

The SRI measures the extent to whloh a peiBon reDorts f^Pli^^. 
control over the events In his life, „ith 1^° aco«f Ldl^tii 
stronfer feelinfs of internal oontril. maicatlng 



toans, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of mfference(Postteat-foete5t) 
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Center: Conounitv #1 



The Home Environment Review (HER) 

Note: The HER measuros nine diinensions (Enviro^^ 

homes participating in the Florida Pa^^ The 
^ Tesults for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 

homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 

of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating. 

For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 
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HER Results (Continued) 

" Center: Conimunity #1 
Varia.ble ^ i A^^ftreness of ^ Chi Id U Developnient 



Table of Maana 
jfcttest/ Pnittist 



Qimllfled 



npn*Qiialified 



3.400 


3.409 


3.174 


3.239 







Qualified Homes 
Posttest 


Pretest 




non-Qualified Hbiaes 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


1 


1 


2 


1 


0 


S 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


r ^ 'i' 


2 


1 


18 


17 


7 


7 


SO. 


0 


6 


7 


0 


,1 


1 14 i 


Rretest 3 


4 


16 


97 


15 


'20 


152 


1 


5 


9 


1 


1 


1 17 : 1 




0 . 


0 


32 


17 


24 


73 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 


4 


5 


2 


4 


26 


7 


23 


62 


0 


0 


2 


0 


8 


1 10 !i 


est Total 


8 




T74~ 


47 


74 


342 r 


2 


11 


19 


2 


^^.1 


46 1| 



Variable 3 | Rewards for Intellectual Attainment 
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}m Results (Continued) 
Variable 4 j Press for Language Development 
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Vatdmble S * Availability of Supplies for Language Development 
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mt Results (Continued) Center: Cominunity H 

VarlablG 6 i Learning OpTJortunities Outside the Honie 
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Variable s Materials for Learning in the Home. 
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Hra Results (Continuea) 
VarJ^ble 8 s Reading Press 



Center: Conununitv #1 
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Variiible 9 i Trust, in School 
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Center:. CQmmunitv -2 



The How I See Hvs&If rHiSM)- Parent Educators ( H « ) - : 

The KI3M measures four factors related to self -concept, 
1) Interparsor.a Adequacy 3) : Fnysical Appoazmnce 

,2) Social tole - School 4) Conpetenoe, - 

Keans, Standard Deviationo, and t-Tests of Differs 
■ , " ^ / rmctor 
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The I Feel, Fee lf IPMP-Chllrir^n 

/ The IF/IT neasiireo five factcra related to aeOf-ccncept In children s 

1) General AdGtimoy 3) TeACher-School j) Hiysical 

2) Peer 4) Academic 
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Center: Conmmi t>- 2 



The Home Environment Review (HER) 

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions CEnvironmental Processes) of the 
homes participating in the Flortd-r^plrirt Education Prograni. The 
^ results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributton; 



of posttest ratings, one distribution f 



or each possible pretest rating. 



For each variable, a table of means Is also presented. 
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}m Results (Continued) 

Variable 2 i Awnrgness of Child ^ n .Pevelnn^PTit 
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Variable ^ . Rewards for Intellectual Attainment 
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IffiR Results (Cdntinued) 

Variable ^ i P^-ess for Language DevelopmGnt 
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liER Results (Continued) Center- Community ^2 

VariAble ^ i Learning Opportunities Outside the Home 
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MR Results (Continued) 
Variable 8 | Reading Press 
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' I Center i Community #3 

The How I SsG Mv^0j^£uTqM;i-».^.T^^ Educators ( ii^ 29 ) 

The HIS.M measurop four factors related to self -concept i 
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ThB Social Reaction .Inv entorvfSRl) -ferBTi-K Educators ( h « 28 ) 

The SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelin-.s of 
control over the events in his life, Kith lower seoLfLliL-^l 
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The I Feel, ?<s F'iel{ m>F)~ChilATnn 
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Canter: Comjiiunity #5 



The Home Environnient Review (HER) 

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes} of the 
homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The 
^ results for each variable are presented for qualified and non^qualified 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 
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IffiR Results (ContinuDd) 
Variable 2 2 Awaren ess of ChiI d ^g Dcvelopr.en t 
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Center: Community #3 

HER Results (CDntinued) 



Variablo 6 i Learning Opportunities Outside the Home 
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HES Results (Continued) 
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Center: Cornmunity "4 
The H ou I Soe Mr-elf rH TSM-WPnr^r,t Educators ( N." 35 ) 

The KI3M r.eas'.ires four factors related to self -concept: 

1) Interpersor;al Adequacy 3) Fnysical Appearance 

2) Social fele - School k) Co.-npetence 

sans, Standa.rd Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(Pcsttest-Prete3 



X 

Ere 


1 


2 ' 3 U 


54.58 


37.67 


17.52 


17.52 


s 


8.34 


5.10 


4.65 


4.44 


X 

Post ■ 


52.'82 


36.61 


15.76 


18.79 


s 


9.93 


6.38 


4.15 


3.27 


t 


<0.86 


<1.16 


<1.83 


1.87 1 



The Social Reaction ^nv>■ntn^.■rc.oT^-^-..r-„t cj„„>-^. ^ .. ■- ^ 

S Ms "Vt'''^ reports feelings cf 

stronger faelinls'ilttiLto^ntrJir 



Means, Standard Deviation^? anrf +-Toc--i ^.p rn^.r /r, 

yj-oxwns, ana t ies.- of Difference (Pcsttest-Eretest) 

Pretest Posttest t 



8.79 


8.12 


<1.20 


4.25 


.4.29 





Center:^ Community -4 



The I Feel, Ke FeGl(T.F:?) ~Childrgn 

The IFMF r.eaaures five factors related to self- concept in childrDr. 

1) General Adequacy 3) Teachsr-School 5) Pnysical 

2) Peer l^) Acadenic 

Means,. Standard Deviations, and-t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Prctcst) 

for Qualified Children ( N «= 467 ) 

Factor 







1 




2 


3 • 


4 


, 5 • 


Ere 


7 


62 


13 


50.87 


39.68 


59.64 


46.14 


s 


9. 


71 


8.25 


6.36 


10.22 


7.06 




X 


63. 


72 


52.18 


40. 11 


61.55 


47.-34 


Post 


s 


8.62 


7.31 


5.88 


9.04 


6.33 


t 


3. 


47* 


3.27* 


1 . 55 i 


4.10*. 


3.44* 



*P < .05 



Means, Standard" Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences(PostteF^'-.-P!retest) 
for non-Qualified Children ( N = 197 ) 



Factor 







1 


2 


3 




5 


Ere ■ 


X 


63 


66 


52.09 


40.83 


61.24 


46. 76* 


s 


8 


39 


7.51 


5.64 


9. 19 


6.60 




X 


64 


45 


52.83 


40.89 


62.00 


47.27 


Post 


s 


7 


78 


6.46 


5.30 


8.13 


5.75 


t 


1 


25 


1.27 


0.12 


1.12 


1.03 



Center; Corrjnunity ^4 



The Home Environnent Review f HER) 

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environniental Processes) of the 
homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The 
results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 



Variable 1: ExTDectafions for Child's Schoolin" 





Qualified Homes 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total ■ 


Non-Qualified Homes 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


T 


0 


0 


1 


2 


0 


3 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 ■ 


2 


2 


0 


0 


0 


1 


3 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Pretest 3 


1 


0 


2 


2 


2 


7 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


3 


0 


12 


239 


39 


' 295 




1 


0 


0 


57 


20 


■ 78 


5 


0 


0 


0 


61 


76 , 


137 




0 


0 


0 


20 


87 


107 


Posttest 

Total 


6 


0 


15 


304 


118 


443 




1 


0 


0 


77 


107 


185 



[ 

ERIC 



Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



4.259 


4.192 


4.578 


4.562 



m\ Results (Continued) . Center: Coounity M 

Variable 2 : Awareness of Child's Developrient 



Ptetest 



Posttest 



Tatle of Means 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


3.312 


3.135 


non-QM3.1ified 


3.724 


3. 789 i 



1 


Qualified Hcr.es 
Posttest 

1 2 • :3 'r 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Hcr.es 
Posttest 

1.2 3 ^- 5 


Pre 1 05 t 
Tctal 


11 


8 


17 


1 


3 


40 


0 


0 


4 




1 il 7 1 


2 


6 ' 


22 


55 


6 


3 


70 


0 


4 


8 


3 


9 




3 


15 


20 


86 


20 


18 


159 


1 


3 


28 


7 ' 


15 


i 54 ! 




3 


9 


25 


8 


15 


60 


0 


1 


11 


5 


11 


2S •! 






6_ 




16 


58 


114 


0 


7 


25 


5 i 1 




tal 


40 


65 


210 


51 


77 1 


443 


1 


15 


76 


23 ■ 


70 .1 


! 185 ;il 



Variable 3 



Rewards for Intel lectual Attainment 



Table of Keans 
Pretest Posttest. 





Qualified 


■ 4.113 


4.083 




non-Qualified 


4.276 


4.351 
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Qualified Kcnie$ 
Posttest 


Pretest 




noH'-Qualif ied Hones 
Posttest 


Pretest 




,1 


2 


3. 




5 ■ 


Total 


1 


2 


3 


k 


5 


Totel 


1 


1 


2 


2 


12 


7 


24 




0 


1 


0 


3 


0 


4 1 


2 


1 


3 


2 


10 


2 


18 




0 


0 


0 


1 


2 


5 ! 


Pretest 3 


2 


0 


1 


12 


2 


17 




1 


2 


0 


0 


4 


7 




10 


8 


9 


119 


63 


209 




0 


1 


0 i 


6.2 


32 


■ 95 1 


5 


4 


9 


8 


71 


83 


175 




0 


0 


1 


36 


59 


76 


Posttest Total" 


18 


22 


22 


224 


157 


443 




1 


4 


1 


102 


n ^ 

i 1 


1 „ 

185 !! 



ilEil Rosults (Continued) 



Center; ConiTamitv -4 



Variable ^ : P^^ss for Lnngunne Dcvelot^inent 



Fretest 



Posttest 



1 


Qualifi&d )!cr.C3 
' Posttest 

12 3 ^ 5 


Pretest 


rion-Q'jalif icd Hc;-.e3 
Posttest 

1 2 3 4 5 


T 


8. 


9 


11 


5 


0 


31 


0 


0 


2 


5 


1 


i * ; 

i T • ' 


2 


14 


19 


IS 


. 8 


0 ! 


59 


2 - 


3 


7 


r 

D 


■3 




3 


7 


19 


96 


35 


13 


170 


] 


5 


32 


18 




! :'! 




3 


16. 


61 


65 


6 


151 


0 


2 


24 


37 


6 


i . . 


_5_ 


0 

'~32~ 


2 

""6S~ 


11 
197 


12 


7 


32 


0 


2 


8 


15 


4 1 2 ~ 


123 


26 


443 


3 


12 


73 


76 


21 





Table of Kcans 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Quraified 


5.212 


i 3.103 


non-Qualified 


3.492 


j 3.540 



Variable S » Availability of Supplies for Language Developr.ent 



<• 

1 


Qualified Hoit.g? 
Posttest 

1 2' 3. 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-<iualified Hor.es 
Posttest 

12 3 h 5 


Pre test; 
i 

Total ■ 


18 


16 


13 


4 


11 


62 


0 


1 


0 


■ 0 


0 




2 


7 


35 


16 


8 


14 


80 


0 


4 


1 


0 


5 




Pretest 3 


5 


13 


29 


9 


31 


87 


0 


2 


2 


5 


11 


IS ij 


4 




8 


17 


18 


29 


74 


2 


2 


7 


6 


17 


- . 1 


5 


5 


15 


18 


25 


77 


140 


0 . 


S 


9 


15 


93 


i;: i-i 


Posttest Tot^i" 


37 


87 


93 


64 . 


162 


443 


2 


14 


19 


24 


>. 

126 





Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


3.339 


3.512 


non-Qualified 


4.438 


4.394 
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HER Results (Continued) 



Center: Cor.Tiunitv -4 



Variable 6 : Lcarninr; Opportunities Outside the Home 



Pretest 



Posttest 



1 


Qualified Hcne3 
Posttest 

1. 2 3 ^ -5 


0 T* r> "t* ff» c ^ 

To-f^l 


non-Qualified Hcrr.es 
Posttest 

,12 3 ^ 5 


r reic s z 
Tot-uJ. 


. 1 


3 


3 


2 


0 


9 


0 


0 


n 


0 


« i 


i ■ n 


2 


z 


19 


23 


3 


1 


48 


0 


1 


0 


1 


0 


2 


3 


5 


23 


99 


50 


28 1 


205 


0 


1 


15 


17 


11 


i 42 1 


0 


8 


49 


48 


15 


120 


0 


1 


14 








La!" 


0 

i 


2 


20 


26 


13 


61 


0 


0 


5 


21 


46 1 


72 il 


55 


194 


129 


57 


443 


0 


3 


32 


67 1 S3 


! 1S.5 _■' 



Table of Means 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


3.397 


3.388 


non-Qiialif ied 


4.140 


; 4.243 



Variable 7 ; Materials for Learning in the Home 







Qualified Hor.ee 
Posttest 


Pretest | 




non-Qualified Kor.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3. 




5 


Tot-a 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


0 


4 


2 


2 


0 


8 




0 


0 


0 ' 


0 


0 


p i 


2 


2 


,;28 


39 


17 


3 


89 - 




■ 0 


0 


4 


4 


0 


8 


Pretest 3 


1 


21 


80 


48 


18 


168 




0 ■ 


5 


18 


27 


1 

/ 


55 1 




1 


7 


34 


76 


15 


133 




0 


0 


12 


44 


26 


82 1 


5 


0 


4 


7 


24- 


10 


45 




0 


0 


2 


19 


19 


1' 

40 i 

■ --If 


Posttest Total 


4 


64 


162 


167 


46 


443 




0 


3 


56 


94 


52 


185 1 



.Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest . 



Qualified 


3.266 


3,-422 


non-Qualified 


3.832 




4.054 
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HER Results (Continued) 
Variable 8 : Reading' Pro^c; 



Center: Conmunitv ^4 



Table of Means' 
Pretest Posttest 



Qur.lified 



non-Qualified 



2.973 



3.659 



3.176 



3.82 



1 


Qualified. Kcr.es 
Posttest 

■12 3^5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualifiod Hc::.es 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


rp ^ ^' ^ 


23 


18 


21 


16 


2 


SO 


2 


1 


0 


0 


0 1 , II 


2 


13 


34 


7 


• 32 


9 


95 


0 


13 


4 


15 


6 


3S III 


Pretest 3 


6 


7 


19 


50 


1 


63 


0 


3 


3 


12 


1 


1 ill 


k 


9 


23 


21 


93 


21 


167 


1 


9 


5 


48 




ill 


5 


___]_ 


7_ 


6_ 


14 


10 . 


38 


0 


3 






li| 


est Total 


52 


89 


74 


185 


43 


443' 1 


3 


29 


14 :: 


91 4S 1 


,-- |il 



Variable 9 j Trust in Schnni 



lUble of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Q;jialified 


4.043 


3.998 


nonKJualif ied 


4.276 


4.378- 
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Qualified HOKies 
Posttest . 


Pretest 




non-Qualified Ho-es 
Posttest 


- 

Pretest 




1 


2 


3. 


-!+ 


5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


0 


1 
J. 


0 


0 


2 


3 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 i 


2 


0 


1 


4' 
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14 
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0 


0 . 
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2 i 


Pretest 3 


1. 
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44 
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29 


120 
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14 


7 


! 30 I 




1 


5 


35 


45 ' 


46 


150 
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2 


6 ' 


22 


"^8 


68 ii 


5 


0 


10 


33 


51 


82 


176 




f) 


0 


11 . 


16 


58 


SS !! 


;tt"eTt~ Total" 


2 


21 


116 


141 


163 


443 
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5 


24 


52 


104 


1S5 !i 
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Center: Cominunitv =5 



The Hou I Sec Mv.^glf rHIS.'O -Parrnt Educators ( N 



58 



) 



The KISM reas'ares fo-or factors rcl-ted to self -concept i 

1) InterperGcral Adcq'oacy 3) Fnysical Appearance 

2) Soc5.al fcle - School 4) Co.-petence 

Keans, Star.dard Deviations, and t-T-ests of Difference3(Po3ttest-?i 

Factor 



I 

X 


1 


2 I, 


57.90 


41.28 


18.40 


20.07 


Pre 

s 


10.85 


4.90 


4.29 


3.56 , 


X 

Post 


58.19 


39.66 


19.33 


19.74 


s . 


8.25 


. 5.63 


3.61 


3.76 


t 


0. 19 


^ 2.11* 


1.57 


<0.57 



< .0: 



The Social Reaction Tnventcry(5.qi') -P^rpnf Educators ( 2^ = 57 ) 

The S.f^I neasures the extent to which a person repoHs feelir- o 
control over the events in his life, with iouer scores IndS^S^: 
stronger feelings of internal control. ^naxca..^^ 



Means, Standard Deviations,- and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Eretest) 

ftetest Posttest t 



X 


7 


.40 


7.16 


<0.56 


3 


3 


40 


3.56 





Center 



Coriniunity 



The Home Environment Review (HER) 

Note: The HER measures nine diniensions (Env.ironn-.ental Processes) of the 
homes participating in the Florida Parent Education PrograiTi. The 
results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distrihutirn,- 
of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 



Variable 1: Expectations for Child^s School ing 





1 


Qualified Homes 
Posttest 
2 3 4 5 


■ Pretest 
Total 


Non-Qualified Hor.es 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 5 




1 


0 


0 


0 


2 . 


0 


2 




0 


0 


■ 

0 


0 


0 j 0 ■ . 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


p 


0 


C 


. Pretest 3 


0 


0 


0 . 


2 


0 






0 


0 


1 


0' 


0 


1 


4 


0 


1 


5 




74 


319 




0 


0 


1 


67 


i 

22 1 90 


: — X 


1 


0 


0 


50 


124 


175 




0 


0 


0 


29 . 


116 


145 


Posttest 

Total 


1 


1 


5 


293 


198 


498 




0 


0 


2 


96 


158 


:56 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



4.33 


4.37 


4.61 


4.57 
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HER 'Results (Continued) 



Center: Cominunitv -fS 



Variable 2 i Au'arenoss of Child's Development 



■ 

1 


Qualified h'cr.eo 
Posttest 

1 2 3 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Hc.-.es 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 
Tctai 


2 


1 


■ S 


] 


1 


1 


0 


2 


5' 


2 


2 i| 11 i 


2 


6. 


17 


25 


13 


4 ! 


.63 


2 


5 


4 


6 


4 


21 li 


Pretest 3 


. 11 


27 


145 


27 


44 


252 


7 


13- 


65 


20 


: 16 


119 ij 




4 


8 


.24 


25 


13 


74 


0 


4 


8 


- ,5 


5 


22 


5 


1 


10 


39 


22 


24 , 


96 


] 


2 


15 


13 


52 


65 ;ij 


.est Total ' 


24 


65 


T "7 

Z J / 


88 1 86 j 


498 


10 


26 


95 


46 


■ 

59 


^ 256 i 



Table of Means 





Pretest 


, Posttest 


Q'jalified 


3.35 


3.29 


non-Qualified 


3.44 


3.50 



Variable : Rewards for Intellectual Attainment 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


3.98 


4. OS 


non-Qualified 


4.08 


4.20 







Qualified Konee 
Posttest 


Pretest 


( 


non-Qualified Hcr.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3. 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 




1 


6 


1 


3 


4 


1 


IS 


1 


1 


2 


5 


3 


12 


,1 
J 




0 


3 


4 


11 


1 


19 


0 


1 


0 


1 


0 


2 




Rretest 3 


4 


1 


5 


25 


15 


50 


0 


0 


1 


4 


3 


S 


i 




7 


8 


16 


179 


77 


287 


3' 


2 


7 


91 


33 


156 




5 


3 


3 


5 


45 


71 


127 


1 


1 


2 


27 


47 


78 




Pos t tes t ' "f otal" 


20 


16 


53 


264 


165 


498 


5 


.5 


IF' 


128 


86 


256 1 


1 



HER Results (Continued) 
Variable 4 . Press for I-anguage Dove!orr:.ent 



Center; Coi?.munitv PS 



Pretest' 



Posttest Tctal 



Talle of Means 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


5.48 


3.49 


non-Cualified 








- , -3,63. , 


5..qq 







Qualified H 
Posttes 


cr.eo 

t 


Pretest 




non-Qualified h'or.es 
Posttest 


F r c ** ^ T 






2 


3 






i Otci 


1 








c 
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Tctal 
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0 


0 
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1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 

i : 


2 


5 


2 


15 


9 


5 


52 


1 


1- 


9 


1 


1 


15 ij 


3 


7. 


15 


128. 


65 


19 


252 


2 


4 


55 


29 


8 


i 96 !i 




6 


8 


51 


71 


21 


157 


. 1 


3 


25 


44 


13 


1 i! 




1 






23 


31 


68 


0 ' 


0 


12 


17 


15 


•2 il 


:al 


22~ 


27 


207 


168 


-u 


498 


5 


9 


97 


91 


54 


:56 iij 



Variable ^ ; Availability of Supplies for Language Development 



Table of Keans 
Pretest Posttest 





Qualified 


5.38 


5.47 


( 


noriKiualified 


4.09 


4.05 



ERIC 









Qualified Hor.e? 
Posttest 


Pretest 




non-Qualified Hor.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 






, 1 


2 


3 


k 


5 


ToUl 


1 


2 


3 


. k 




Tctal 




1 


15 


17 


18 


4 


5 


57 


1 


5 


1 


2 


2 


12- 1 


Pretest 


2 


8 


58 


15 


12 


18 . 


91 


2 


S 


5 


1 


5 


21 1 


3 


5 


22 


31 


23 


27 


' 108 


5 


3 , 


16 


5- 


7 


54 






1 


9 


17 


50 


28 


85 


1 


2 


10 


6 


16 


55 il 




5 


1 


25 


25 


IS 


75 


157 


1 


3 


12 


2.5 


95 


154 ! 


PostTes't'To 




50 


109 


104 


104 


151 


498 


8 . 


24 


44 


57 


125 


:56 |i 



■ Center: Conimuni t y 

KER I^esults (Continued) 



"Variable ^ : ' ortunities Outside the Hon-jc 













t 


Pretest 






/->. . » 


1 leo. 
ttest 


nc:;cs 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 




1 


3 


4 


6 


4 


0 


17 




0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


i 2 

- - ■- — 1 1- 


2 


•5 


22 


53 


.9 


1 


70 




1 


5 


3 


0 


0 


9 


. Pretest 3 


5 


32 


110 


47 


21 


215 




5 


10 


40 


25 


10 


i S8 ! 




1 


10 


48 


51 


29 


139 




0 


4 


26 


43 


17 


1 


5 


_g___ 


_3 


__1_5_ 


21 


20 


57 




0 


] 


.S- 


19 




:,; iii 


Posttest Total 


14 


71 


210 


132 


71 


498 




6 


22 


74 


85 




-36 iB 



Table of Jteans 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


3.30 


5 . 55 


non-C?;aalif led 


5.72 


5.63 



Variable 7 : Materials for Learning dti the Mome 







Qualified Koir.ef 
Posttest 


Pretest 




non-Qualified Hor.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3. 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Tot^l 


- 1 


4 


8 


9 


2 , 


1 


24 




1 ■ 


0 


0 


i 


0 


• 2. i 


2 


4 


30 


37 


14 


1 


86 




0 


4 


7 


6 


2 


19 1 


Pretest 3 


1 


35 


78 


56 


16 


186 




0 


6 


44 


19 


7 


76 


k 


0 


12 


33 


73 


19 


137 




0 


1 


21 


47 


16 


85 ! 


5 


0 


3 


14 


21 




65 




0 


0 


11 


20 


23 


54 


Po stt e s't~f otal" 


9 


88 


171 


166 


64 


498 




1 


11 


85 


93 


48 


256 i 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



1 

Qu-allfied 


3. 27 


3.38 


non-Qualified 


3. 72 


3.74 
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HER Hesults (Continued) 



Center: Conmunitv "5 



Variable S : Reading Pi'css 



1 


Qualified Kcr- ;> 
Posttest 

12 3 ^ 5' 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified ?:c;:.cg 
Pcsttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 


56 


32 


7 


11 


4 


110 


6 


10 


5 


2 


0 J 25 r 


2 


19 


89 


14 


34 


13 


169 


7 


33 


7 


28 


6 


! 81 i 


Pretest 3 


10 


17 


10 


16 


7 


60 


4 


3 


5 


4 


2 


18 II 




7 


39 


8 


43 


10 


107 


5 


13 


11 


40 


7 


76 i! 


5 


2 




3 

~^42 


19 


18 


52 


1 


4 


■] 


n 


2L 


3S ii 


;est Total 


94 


123 ■ 


52 i 


498 1 


23 


63 


29 


85 


56 


236 .' 



Taole of Means 





r^etest 


Posttest 


Quzilified 


2.64 


2.70 


non-Qu.alified 


3.10 





Variable 9 : Trust in School 







Qualified Kor.o? 
Posttest 


Pretest 




non-Qualified Hor.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 
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2 


3 
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Total , 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 
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0 


0 


2 


0 


1 


3 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


.0 1 


2 


1 


3 


6 


5 


2 


17 




0 


0 


3 


3 


0 


1 

6. 1 


Pretest 3 


0 


12 


69 


30 


57 


148 




0 


0. 


26 


13 


11 


50 




0 


4 


25 


44 


49 


120 




0 


1 


10 


30 


29 


70 i! 




2 


4 


41 


__56_ 


107 


210 




1 


3 


9 


28 


69 


110 1! 


P 0 sTte Vt" ta 1 ~ 


3 


23 


.141 


135 


196 i 


j 498 




1 


4 


48 


74 


109 


236 il 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest . 





Qualified 


4.04 


4.00 


/ 


non-Qualified 


4.20 


4.21 
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Center: Co.'r.nunity 
The How I See MvselffHISM) - Parent Educators ( N =• 13 ) 

The HIS M neasixes four factors related to self-concept j 

1) Interperscr/il Adequacy ' 3) Fnysical Appearance 

2) Social Va.lQ - School . 4) Cor-petence 

" -ns, Standard Deviatior.r. , and t-Tests of Differences (Pcsttest-ri-ete 

Factor 



1' . 2.3 k 



X 


54.92 


38.31 


16.00 


. 18.85 


Ere 

s 


7.38 


4.70 


3.79 


4.02 


X 


51.31 


37.69 


16.08 


19.00 


Post 

s 


9.30 ■ 


4.57 


3.52 


3.76 


t 


<1.85 


<0.61 


0.09 


0.19' 



The Socia l Reaction Inven to rv('SHl) -:Farent Educators ( = 13 ) 

The SRI neasures the extent to which a person reports fceli-.-^s c 
control over_the events in his life, with lo-.-er scores indicating 
stronger feexings of internal control. 



K-eans, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest) 

latest Posttest t 



X 


5.23 


7 


07 


2.46* 


s 


3.19 


4 


03 





*P < .05 



( 



Center: .Communitv ^6 



The Home Environnient Reviev; (HER) - 

Note: The HER measures nine dimensions (Environmental Processes) of the ' 
homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Prograui. The 
_ results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 



Variable 1: Expectations for Child's School 





1 


Qualified Homes 
Posttest 
2 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


Non-Qualified Hones 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 q ■ 


Pretest 
Total 


T 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 
















2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 
















Pretest 3 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


2 
















4 


1 


0 


0 


45 


7 


.. 53 
















5 


0 


0 


0 


4 , 


34 


38 
















Posttest 

Total 


1 


' 0 


0 


•51 


41 


93 

















Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



4.387 


4.409 







HER Results (Continued) 
Variable 2 : Awareness of Child's Develonment. 



Center: Cor.niunity -6 



j 1 


- - 

Qualified Hcr.es 
, Posttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 
Total 


nori-Qualif ied Ho.-.es 
Posttest 

1.2 3 4 5 


Pretest 


4 


1 


■ 3 


0 


0 
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i T 
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0 


18 


1 


2 


0 


21 
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Pretest 3 


1 


0 


30 


c: 


2 


' 38 












, !l 
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1 


2 


2 
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9 












;! 


5.. 
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13 


17 












ii 


est Total 


6 


23 


37 


9 


18 


95 [ 






i 







Table of Means 





Ftetest 


Posttest 


Q'jalified 


3.064 


3.108 


ncn-Cualif led 







. Variable '^' 3 ; Rewards for Intellectual Att aimipn^ 
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Qualified Horr.ef 
Posttest 

1 , 2 3. -^ 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Kor-.es 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 
Total 
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2 
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25 


15 


43 ■ 
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20 . 


77, 
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P 0 stTe's t ' Tota ~ 


4 


5 


3 


44 


37 


93 












ii 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 





Qualified 


3.871 


4.129 


( 


non-Qualified 
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HER Results (Continued) 
Variable i Press for Language Developn^ent 



Center: Corr-Tiuni tv ^6 



■ 
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Qualified Hcr.eG 
Posttcst 

12 3^5 


Pretest 
Total 


non -Qualified Ho:.-.es 
Posttest 

■12 3^'^ 


Pretest 
Totra 


3 


1 


1 


0 


0 


5 


i 

J , 
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0 


6 


5 


2 
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14 














Pretest 3 
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1 


32 


14 
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50 












! 
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0 
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16 


0 


19 












11 


5_ 


■ 0 
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■ 5 ■ 














;e5t Total 
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42 


32 
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95 f 










i| 



Table of f-ieans 





I^etest 


Posttest 


Qur^lified 


3,054 


3,279 


non-Qiialified 







Variable 5 . Availability of Supplies for Language Developir.ent 



Pjrctesi 



Posttcst Total 



Qualified Homes 
Posttest 



13 



18 



12 



39 



58 



■Pretest 
Total 



27 



14 



44 



95 



nonH^ualified Homes 
Posttest 



Pretest 



rotal 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


5.677 


^4.108 


non-Qualified 
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HER Results (Continued) 



Center : Con.-?.uni tv -6 



Variable ^ : Learning; Opportunities Outside- the Honie 
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/ Qualified }icner> 
Pc-....;:t 

12 3^5 


V 

Total 


nc:.-Qualific:i He.-.;... 
Posttest 

12 3 4 5 
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Pretest ' 
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! ii 
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16 
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42 












1 ) 

1 t 
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13 
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22 












' ^il 
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, 3 
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13 
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1 !i| 


est Total 


1 


3 


38 


33 


18 


93 






J 







Tatle of Means 





Pretest 


Posttest 


QiSilified 


3-344 


3.688 


ncrr ' '.ua 1 ified 







Variable 7 r Materials for Learning in the Hoiiie 
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^•aalif led , Komer 
Posttest 

1 2 3, 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


nonKiualified Kor.es 
Posttest 

"1 2,3 4 5 


1 

Pretest 
Total 
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1. 


1 0 


0 


0 


1 












1 
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^ 11 


■ 4 
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18 
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33 
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0 


0 


-* 


4 














sttest Total 


0 


i 

6 


33' 


47 
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93 
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.Table of Keans 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


• 3 . ■!26 


3.591 


npn-Qualixiicd 







KER Results (Continued) 
Variable 8 Reading Press 



Center: Community #6 



Pretest 



Posttest 
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Qualified Hones 
Posttest 

1 2 3 4 5 ■ 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Ho:;-.es 
Posttest 

1.2 3 ^ ' 5 


-- 

Pretest 
Total' 


11 
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22 ■ 
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Table of Means 





Rretest 


Posttest 


Qu£:lified 


2.598 


2.452 


non-Q'.ialif ied 







Variable 9 ; Trust in School 







Qualified Home? 
Posttest 


Pretest 


non-Qualified- Ho:r.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3. 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


.1 


•0 
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0 
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26 • 
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0 • 


0 


2 


7 


. 25 


54- 














: 4- 

{ 

1 


P 0 stte sT Total"" 


0. 


5 


54 


23 


35 


93 














— 1 

1 
1 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest. 



Qualified. 


3.989' 


3.925 


non-Qualified 
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Center: Coniir.unitv #7 



The I Fool, V.e Feel (lF;:P}-Chii^>>on 

The IFMF neasures five factors related to self-concept in children; 

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Fnysical 

2) Peer 4) Acadenic . . 



Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Rretest) 

for Qualified Children ( N = 277 ) 

factor 

1 2 3-4 K 



mm 

X 

Ere 


61.92 


50.53 


59.01 


59.05 


46.25 


s 


7.96 


6.75 


5.39 


8.35 


6.04 


X 


64.48 


52.55 


41.05 


61.56 


48. 16 


Post 

s 


6.84 


6.10 


4.35 


7.91 ■ 


5.0] 


t 


4.91* 


4.42* 


5.77* 


4.15* 


4.47* 



*P < .05 

Means, Standard; Deviations, and t»Tests of Differences (Posttest-Plretest) 
^ for non-Q'oalified Children ( N = 199 ) 

Factor 



X 

Pre. — 


62.75 


51.87 


39.45 


59.54 


47.07 


s 


7.59 


6.79 


5.68 


8.78 


6.14 


X 


65.76 


53.91 


41.50 


63.26 


49.39 


Post 

s 


6.03 


5.62 


4.55 


7.12 


4.47 


t 


4.95* 


3.55* 


4.51* 


5.50* 


4.72'* 



< .05 



The Ho',-f I Sc G Hvr.olf rHISMl -Pamnt- Educators ( N = 38 ) 

The KI3H r.easilrcs four factors related to s elf -concept » 

1) Intorpcrsofial Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance 

2) Social liile - School 4} Conipetence 

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of rifferences(?csttest-Prete; 

Factor 



X 


1 


2 T Ll 


59.68 


42.68 


19.58' 


21.39 


Pre 

s 


7.51 


5.20 ■ 


3.96 


4.06 


X 

Post ■ 


58.97 


40.63 ■ 


18.68 


21.68 


s 


6.86 


6.36 


3.71 


3.97 


t 


<0.67 


<3.01* 


<1 .96 


0.47 


*P < .05 



The Social Reaction Invo.r±n-rv(Rr^.T)-v>,-^„-f^^ Educators ( n = 51 ) 

The SRI ineasure.s the extent to which a person reports feelin-s of 
control over the events in his life, uith lever scores Ldici^J^!- 
stronger feelings of internal control. inaxca.ins 





Pretest 


Posttest 


t 


X 


" 6.77 


7.13- 


0.55 


s 


3.45 


4.42 





Center: Corjnunitv H 



The Hone Environnent Review (HER) 

Note: The HER measures nine diriensions CEnvironr.ental Processes) of the 
homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The 
^ results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible -pretest rating. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 



Variable 1: Expectjitions for Child's School 



1 


1 


Qualiiicc 
Postt 
2 3 


I Homes 
-est 
4 5 


Pretest 
Total . 


Non-Qualified Homes 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 


Pretest 
Total 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




0 


0 I 0 


. 0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


■ 1 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Pretest 3 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


1 




0 


0 : 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


0 


0 


1 


77 


27 


105 




0 


0 


1 


54 


21 


76 


S 


0 


0 


0 


28 


33 


61 




0 


0 


0 


9 . 


47 


56 


Posttest 

Total 


0 


0 


1 


107 


60 


168 




0 


0 


1 


63 


68 


132 



Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



4. 34 


4.35 


4.42 


4.51 



ERIC 



lER K 'suits (Continued) Center: Cominunity H 

Variable 2 . Awareness of Chi]d\s Dcvelopr.cnt 



Ptetest 



Posttest 



Table of Means 





Rretest 


Posttest 


'Qmlified 


3. 19 


3 . 35 


non-Qualified 


3.42 


3.76 









1 


Qualified Hcr.es 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Q'.:alified Hc;,-.es 
Posttest 

1 2 3 ^ 5 


1 

Pretest 
Total 


5 


6 


7 


2 


3 


23 


1 


1 


2 


2 


2 


! « 


2 


1 


9 


9 


2 


3 


24 


1 ' 


4 


w 

/ 


1 


6 


19 


3 


_2 


4 


35 


8 


13 


62 


1 


4 


50 


3 


17 


i 55 ! 




2 


1 


6 


5 


2 


16 


0 


1 


4 


2 


2 


9 1 


_J 


3 _ 


-L. 


Jl 


3 


23 


43 


Lo 


3 


■ 6 


7 


25 


41 !l 


tai" 


13 


25 


68 


20 


44, 


168 f 


3 


13 


49 


15 52 


1 132 'i 



Variable ^ : Rewards for Intellectuar Attaininent 



Table of Ileans 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


4.02 


4.30 


non-Qualified 


4.29 


4.39 







Qualified Home? 
Posttest 


Pretest 




ncn-Qualif ied Hor.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3. 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 


i)- 


5 


Total 


1 


1 


0 


2 


13 


2 


18 




2 


0 


0 


4 


0 


, 6 1 


2 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 




0 


0 


J. 


0 


1 


2 i 


Pretest 3 


0 


0 


0 


3 


1 


4 




0 


0 


1 


3 


1 


5 


/| 


2 


2 


3 


47 


25 


79 




1 


2 


2 


24 


24 


53 i! 


5 


0 


1 . 


2 


19 


43 


65 




0 


0 


2 


20 


44 


66 ! 


Posrres't"'fotai~ 


3 


3 


7 


83 


72 


168 






2 


6 


51 


70 • 


152 !! 



ERIC 



HER" Results (Continued) Center: Community ^: 

Variable ^ i Press for Language Development 



Pretest 



Posttest 



Tatle of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 



non-Quallf:.ed 



3.43 



3.65 



3.48 



5.76 



1 


Qualified Hones 
Posttest 

1 2 3 5 


- 

Pretest 
Total 


non-Q-oalified Hcr.es 
Posttest 

12 3 ^ 5 


Pretest 1 
Total 


1 


2 


4 


2 


1 


10 


1 


2 


1 


0 


0 !| 4 if 


2 


0 


5 


5 


. 4 


0 


14 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


ii 

10 H 


3 


1 


8 


26 


15 


in 


60 


1 


1 


13 


20 








1 


4 


17 


29 


10- 


61 


0 


1 


15 


26 


10 


50 :ii 




0 


3 


7 


10 


3 


. 23 . 


0 


1 




7 i 12 1 


2- ii| 


tal 


5 


22 


59 


60 


24 


168 


4 


7 


36 


55 1 50 


152 ;]i 



Variable ^ s Availa bility of Supplies for Language Develop';ent 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


3.43 


3.60 


non-Qualified' 






4.15 


4.20 







Qualified Hone- 
Posttest 


Pretest 




non-Qualified n 
Posttest 


cr.es 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 






1 


9 


7 


2 


1 


3 


22 




2 


2 


0 


1 


0 


5 




2 


1 


8 


6 


5 


5 


25' 




1 


3 


1 


2 


2 


9 


; 

t 


Protest 3 


2 


9 


11 


8 


10 


40 




1 


1 


3 


5 


15 


25 !! 




0 


1 


2 


5 


13 


21 




0 


3 




5 


5 


15 j! 


5 


1 


5 


9 


14 


31 


60 




! 


■ 0 




19 


51 


7S Ii 


rrtes"t"f otai" 


13 


30 


30 


33 


62 


168 




5 


9 


13 


1" 


73 


132 !;■ 



ERIC 



liER Results (Continued) 



Center: Community "7 



Variable 6 : Learninci Opportunities Outside the Home 



1 


Qualified Hcr.cs 
Posttest 

1 2 3 ^ 5 


Protest 
Total 


n on -Qualified :ic:;.es 
Posttest 

1.2 3 ^ 5. 


i 

Pretext i 
, Total ■ ! 


1 


2 


2 


1 


0 


6 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 h 


2 


1 


4 


9 


• 4 


0 


18 


■ 0 


1 


1 


. 1 


] 


. lii 


Pretest 3 


0 


5 


33 


20 


■ 9 




67 


0 


1 


20 


12 


7 


.10 !ii 


1 


3 


13 


19 


10 


46 


0 


1 


13 


20 


15 




5 


0 
3 


2 


8 


11 


10 


31 


1 0 


0 


4 


14 


20 




:est Total 


16 


65 


55 


29 


168 


0 


5 


59 


47 


43 11 152 'i; 



•Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 



non-Oualificd 



3.46 


3.54 


3.90 


3.98 



Variable 7 ; Materials for Learning in the Home 



Ptctest 3 



Postte'st "Total" 



Qualified Kor.e? 
Posttest 



17 



25 



13 



27 



11 



59 



18 



26 



10 



61 



22 



Pretest 
Total 



39 



51 



49 



26 



168 



non-Qiialified Hor.es 
Posttest 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


3.33 


3.46 


non-Qualified 


5.84 


3.90 



Pretest 
Total 



0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


■ 0 ; 


1 


1 


3 


1 


0 


6 ;| 


0 ■ 


4 


20 


14 


4 


1 42' l! 


0 


1 


8 


31 


11 


51 H 


0 


0 


2 


11 


20 


55 ! 


1 


6 


53 


57' 


55 


152 1; 



ERIC 



lO Results (Continued) 
Variable ^ : ^^eading Press 



Center: Conmunitv #7 



Pretest 



Posttest Total 



1 


Qiialiflc-d ilcr.23 
Posttest 

1 2 3 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified -cr.es 
Posttest 

1 2 3 5 


1 

.Tctal ! 


14 


8 


8 


7 


3 


40 


r 


5 


1 


0 


2 


! u1 


2 


6 


33 


8 


15 


5 


65 


5 


17 


5 


14 


6 


45 hj 


3 


1 


3 


1 


1 


0 


6 


0 


5 


1 


2 


2 


■ 8 'il 




2 


11 


5 


15 


6 


59 


1 


7 


2 


19 


8 


57 :i| 




0 

23 


4 


2 


6 


6 


18 


0 


0 


1 


13 


14 1 


28 ;i 




59 


24 


42 


20 


168 f 


i 10 


52 


10 


48 


32 


152 jj 



Tatle of Kxeans 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


2.58 


2.86 


non-C:\ir.lified 


3.15 


3.45 








Variable ^ : Trust 


in School 





Pretest 



1 


1 


c 

2 


Qualified Konies- 
Posttest 

3^ 5 


Pretest 
Total 


ncn-Q-ualif ied Horr.es 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


i 

Pretest 
Totel 


.0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 \ 


2 


0 


0 


2 


1 


1 : 


4 


0 


0 


■0 


0 


0 


0 !i 


3 


. 0 


0 


20 


10 


20 


50 


0 


6 


6 


5 


15 


50 11 


k 


1 


2 


6 


10 


16 


35 


0 


0 




6 


17 


50 |l 


5 


0 


0 . 


13 


14 


52 


79 


1 


1 


9 


9 


52 


72 ! 


ctal 


1 


2 


41 


35 


89 


168 


1 


7 


22 


20 


82 


152 I; 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified . 


4.12 


4.24 


non-Qualified 


4.32 


4.32 
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Center: Comr,unit\' ^"8 



Thi- ;F;'.F r.easuros five facte— related to self-concept in chzidren 

1) ;Hjneral Adeq'jacy 3) Teacher-Schcol 5) physical 

2) "ser 4) Academic 

Kear;3, Sis:rdaxti Deviations, and t-Tects of Differences (Posttest-Rreucst) 

for Qualified Children ( N = 508 ) 



Factor 







1 




2 




3 ' 




k 


5 


Ere 


X 


61.85 


50 


87 


39 


.91 


59 


.86 


46.92 


s 


8.08 


6 


71 


5 


46 . 


9 


.11 


6.01 


Post 


X 


63.09 


51 


64 


40 


19 


61 


73 


46.67 


s 


8.65 


7 . 


15 


5 


75 


8.90 


6.04 


t 


2.94* 


2. 


08* 


0. 


94 


4. 


28* 


2 . 40* 





*P < .05 



, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of 2ifference5(?ostte5t-Rretc>5t) 
for non-Qualified Children ( N = 14 j 



Factor 
2 3 /| 



X 


66.14 


54.29 


41.43 


64.14 


49.36 


Ere ■ • 
s 


•2.63 


4.79 


4.57 


4.2!8 


3.23 


X 


65.57 


51.95 


40.07 


65.36 


49.36 


Post 

s 


4.70 


5.89 


3.47 


6.69 


4.85 


t 


<0.47 


<1.09 


<0.91 


0.57 


0.0 



Center: Coamunity -'-S 
The ]\o-A I Sec Mvnelf ( !!T.s?-')-P,-ivf.r- Educators ( >; = 37 ) 

The HISI! r.easi^res four factors related to s elf -concept i 

1) InterperGoml Adequacy 3) Hiysical Appearance 

2) Social tele - School k) Competence 

sans, Standard Deviaticnc, and t-Tcsts of Differences (Pcsttcst-ftetea 

Factor 







1 


2 




3 


^■ 


Ere 


X 


60.51 


40.11 


19 


.41 


19.81 


s 


5.94 


6. 87 


4 


19 


3.48 


Post ■ 


X 


60.51 


40.84 


20 


22 


21.11 


s 


10. 18, 


■ 6.17 


4 


42 


3.39 


t 


0.0 


0.64 


1 . 


46 


2.86* 



*P < .05 



The Social Reaction Invc-ntorv('SPl) -Farent Educators ( ?j = 30 ) 

Jhe SRI measures the extent to which a person reports feelings 
control over the events in his life, with lower scors.s indicirS 
stronger feelings. of internal control. -^naxca.ing 



Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference(Pcsttest-Ptetest) 





Jtetest 


Posttest 


t 


X 


8.13 


7. 73 


<0.36 


s 


4.22 


4.63 





Center: Co'r.r.uni tv #S 



The Home Environncnt Review (HEP.) 

Note: The HER ^icasures nine dir.en.sicns (Environmental Processes) of the 
homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program. The 
results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
of posttest ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating. ' 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 

Variable 1: Expectations for Child's Schooling 





Qualified Homes 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


Non-Qualified Homes 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 5 


1 i 
Pretest 

Tnta ^ 


T 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


1 . 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 i 0 1 


2 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 

0 


Pretest 3 


0 


0 


0 


4 


0 


4 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 ! 0 


4 


1 


0 


7 


278 


64 


350 




0 


0 


0 


3 


1 


4 


5 


0 


0 


0 


■ 46 


80 


126 




0 


0 


0 


2 


6 


S 


Posttest 

Total 


1 


0 


7 


330 


145 


483 




0 


0 


0 


5 


7 


12 



- Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



4.24 


4.28 


4.67 


4.58 



K£R Results (Continued) Center: Corr-Tiunity =S 

Variable ^ t Awareness of Child ' s Developnient 



1 

1 


- 

Qualified Hones 
Posttest 

12345 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Hones 
Posttest 

1, 2 3 4 5 


Pre -est ! 


9 


5 


10 


1 


0 


25 


! 0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


i 0 !;! 


2 


12 


32 


25 


8 


7 


84 


1 — 

1 0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


! 0 lii 


Pretest 3 


25 
4 


23 


108 


51 


28 


255 


0 


0 


3 


0 


3 






4 


21 


21 


20 


70 


0 


0 


1 


1 


1 


L 3 :ii 


_5__ 


3 


_4__ 
~68~ 


- 23 

TsT" 


17 


22 


69 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 ' 


1 3 M 


Posttest Total 


53 


98 


77 


485 


0 


0 


4 




1 1- :i; 



Table of I-feans 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


5.15 


3.16 


non'v;ualif:".ed 


5.75 


4.25 



Vax'iable 5 : Regards for Intellectual Attainirient 







Qualified Hones' 
Posttest 


Pretest 




ncn-Q 


ualified Hor.es 
Posttest 


Pretes 


t 




1 


2 


3. 


h 


5 


■ Total 


1 


2 


3 




.5 


Total 




1 


4 


0 


4 


10 


7 


• 25 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


i 


2 


■0 


2 


3 


4 


8 . 


17 




1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


; 


Pretest 3 


2 


1 


3 


8 


12 


26 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


i 


i| 


7 


7 


15 


154 


72 


255 




0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


3 


t 


5 


1 


3 


6 


52 


118 


180 




0 


0- 


0 


2 


6 


S 


i 

1 


Posttest Total 


14 


13 


31 


20S 


217 


483 




1 


0 


0 


9 


9 







Table of Means 
Pretest Pofsttest 



Qualified 


4.09 


■ 4.24 


non-Qualified 


4.. 50 


4.50 



PZH Results (Ccntrnucd) Center: Con^-nunity ^'8 

Variable : ^^'^^s for Language Development 



1 


Qualifie-i Hcr.e3 
Posttest 

1-2 3 ^ 5 


Pretest 
Total 


r,on-C;jalif led Hc.r.es 
Pcsttect 

12 3 ^ 5 


Pretest 

J. u c/c;. -I. 


9 


1 


9 


5 


4 


26 


0 


0 


0 


0 




i 3 


2 


4 


5 


9 


12 


2 


52 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 1 


1 1 


Pretest 3 


6 


9 


109 


.55 


25 


204 


0 


0 


2 


0 


1 

1 ! 


! 5 ! 


7 


6 


42 


66 


55 


156 


0 


0 


0 


4 


2 


6 i! 


5_ 


0 


1 


3 


30 




65 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


i 1 i! 


est Total 


26 


22 


172 


166 


97 


485 1 


1 1 


0 


5 


4 


4 


1 12 j 



Table of I-feans 





Itetest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


3.42 


3.59 


non-Qualified 


3.42 


3.83 



Variable 5 . Availability of 5upi:>]ies for Language Development 







Qualified Ko.-.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




non-Qualified Koir.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


. 2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


72 


12 


13 


7 


17 


121 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


19 


15 


8 


17 


14 


75 




l" 


0 


1 


0 


0 


. 2 ii 


ftretest 3 


7 


9 


15 


15 


30 


76 




0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


2 




6 


3 


19 


20 


29 


77 




0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


2 II 


5 


7 


• 10 


15 


35 


71 


156 




. 0 


0 


0 


1 


5 


6 1 


'■<;sttest Total"" 


111 


49 


70 


92 


161 


485 




1 


0 


5 


3 


5 


- — n 

12 i| 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest • 



Qualified 


3.07 


3.30 


non-Qualified 


4.00 


3.92 



ERIC 



KER Results (Continued) Center: Corr^unity -S 

Variable ^ : Learning Oppoi'tunities Outside the . Hone 



Rretest 



Posttest 



, Qualified JIcneG 
Posttest 



Pretest 
Total 



ncn-Quallf ied . Hc::es 
Posttest 



T 



Table o£ Means 





Protest 


Posttest 




3.24 


5.42 


non-'..-Malified 


3.50 


3.92 



Pretest 



1 


5 


6 


3 


1 


1 


16 


0 


n 


n 


n 


0 


1 i 
i .f 


2 


6 


19 


31 


15 


6 i 


77 


0 


0 


■ 2 


0 ■ 


1 


3 -i 


3 


6 


20 


98 


65 


24 


215 


0 


0 


2 


1 


0 


5 i!l 


if 


3 


2 ■ 


46 


49 


31 


131 


0 


0 


0 


2 


1 




_5_ 


1 


2: 


14 


14 


15 


46 t 


1 0 


0 


0 


2 


1 


5 'i 




49 


192 


144 


77 i 


1 ■ 4S5 1 


1 0 


0 


4 


5 1 5 


12 -'i; 



Variable 7 



Pretest 



Postte'sf Total" 



Materials for Learning in th e Home 



Qualified Hcr.e? p^-etest 
Posttest 

Total 



13 



37 



36 



90 



39 



69 



36 



10 



159 



18 



68 



60 



159 



24 



10 



62 



20 



108 



19; 



non-Ciualif ied Hcr.es 
Posttest 

2 3 ^' 5 ' 



129 



31 



4S3 



0 



0 



0 



0 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


3.09 


3.34 


non-Qualified 


3.67 


3.92 



hretest 



Total i 



] 7 



IIER Results (Continued) 
Variable ^ ; Reading Press 



Center: Conr-jnitv 



1 


Qualified Hcr.es 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Q'-ialifled Hc:-es 
Posttest 

12 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


78 


■ 36 


15 


17 


8 


154 


1 


0 


0 


1 


0 i 


i 2 1 


2 


27 


80 


15 


56 


25 


1S5 


0 


5 


0 


0 • 


0 


i ^ 

5 


Pretest 3 


4 


6 


10 


13 


6 


59 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


! 1 ! 


^■ 


9 


16 


5 


30 


13 i 


73 


0 


0 


0 


1 


5 


i 4 .1 


5 


0 


9 


1 


15 


11 1 


54 


! 0 


0 


0 


0 


2 II 2 il 


;est Total 




147 


46 


109 


65 1 


485 ll 


1 1 


4 


0 


2 1. 5 II 12 .'i 



Table of K^ans 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qur-lified 


2.27 


2.69 


Rcn-Qualified 


"sros 


5.50 








Variable 9 ; Trust 


in School 





Pretest 



PosttesT'Totai' 



Table of Keans 
Pretest Posttest . 



Qualified 


3.92 


5.95 


non-Qualified 


4.00 


4.00 







Qualified Kor.e? 
Posttest 


Pretest 




ncn-Qualif ied Hor.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3. 




5 


' ToUl 


.1 


2 




3 




5 


Total 


1 


0 


1 


1 


0 


2 


4 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


3 


7 


5 


7 


22 




0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


J 1 


3 


2 


11 


72 


46 


36 


167 




0 


0 


2 


1 ' 


1 


4 




0 


5 


31 


32- 


58 


104 




0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 1 


_5_ 


2 


4 


41 


39 


100 


1S6 




0 


0 


0 


2 


4 


6 l[ 


ai"' 


4 


22 


152 


122 


185 


485 




0 


1 


3 


3 


5 


12 1 
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ERLC 



Center: Comniunity ^9 



The How J rco Mvf:e}f (}!T.S?0 -Parent Educators ( N - 47 ) 

The HJLil'i r.ear>urt5 four factorn related to aclf -concept i 

1) Inlerpernon.'xl Adequacy 3) Kiysical Appe-ax-ancc 

2) Social tole - School 4) Conpetenco 

I^cans, 5tar,dard Deviations, and t-Tcsts of Dlff crencec(PoGttest-Rrcte3t) 

Fcictor 







1 




2 


3 






Pre 


X 


SS 


S7 


4 0.47 


17.79 


19 


.15 


3 


9 




4 .92 


4.46 


5 . 69 


Po<3t 


X 


S9 


2S 


59.70 


18.9S 


19 


.98 


s 


7 ^ 


79 


6.25 


4.11 


4 


. 17 


t 


0, 


47 


< ] . 04 


2.78* 


2 


.06* 



*P < .05 



The Social Hcrxction TnvcntorvCSRl) -rt3.rent Hducators ( K » ) 

The £HI ncasurcG the extent to which a porson reports fcelin^^a of 
control over the events in hie life, with lover scores indicating; 
ctrongcr feclin^js of internal control. 



Kcano, Standrord Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Xtetcst) 





Pretest 


Posttest 


t 


X 


7.80 


6.8S 


<2. 10* 




3.68 


3.89 





*P < .OS 



Center: Coinjnunitv ^9 
1 ^ 



The I Feci, ?<c» Peel ( !FKP }"Gh i Mr en 

The IfilF r^eaeiurcn five factorn related to self-concept in childreni 

1) Conoral Adequacy 3) Te.?.cher-School 5) fnyGical 

2) Peer /+) Acadenic 

Kcana, Standard Deviations, ai:d t-Tc^ts of Diff ercnco3(Po3ttc3t-IVetcr.t) 

for Qualified Children ( N « 404) 

Enactor 



1 2 3 • ' ^ 5 



X 


61 .64 


SO. 59 


39.39 


59.31 


46. 14 


3 


9 . S 7 


7.94 


6. 26 


10.43 


7.45 


X 


62.03 


S 1 . ] 3 


39. 76 


60.30 


46 .79 


Post 

s 


9.14 


7 . 29 


COS 


9.92 


6.44 




0.74 


1.24 


1 .03 


1 .75 


1 .65 



Moans, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Diffcrence3(Posttost-rtctcst) 
for non-Qualified Children ( H » 316 ) 

Factor 



2 3^5 



X 


63.76 


52.46 


40.5] 


61 .67 


47.78 


Pre 


9 . 03 


7. 27 


5.43 


9.81 


6.44 


X 


63.55 


5 2.34 


4 0.32 


61 .69 


4 7.60 


Post 

o 


8. 23 


6.59 


5.51 


8.84 


5.45 


t 


'-0. 36 


-0.26 


<0.49 


0.04 


•'0.47 



Center : Communi tv fr9 



The Home > ■ nvi ronr^ent. Review (IIHIQ 

Note: The in:R measures nine dimensions (I.-nv i ronjnenta 1 Processes) of the 
homes participating in the I-lorida Parent Hdueation Program. The 
results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-quali f i c-d 
homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
of posttcst ratings, one distribution for each possible pretest rating.. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 



Va 



liable 1 : Oxpecta t ions for Chi UP s Sch ool in,^ 







Qualifi ed 


Homes 






Non- Qualified Homes 










Posttcst 




Pretest 








Posttcst 




l^retcst 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total 




1 


2 


5 


4 


5 


Tola ] 


r 


0 


0 


1 


3 


3 


S 






0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


• 0 


0 


0 


0 






0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Pretest 3 


0 


0 


3 


] 


0 


"> 






0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


2 


0 


7 


]8G 


42 


237 






2 


0 


0 


113 


30 


145 


5 


] 


0 


2 


37 


54 


9 A 






0 


0 


0 


25 


70 


9S 


I'osttes t 

Total 


3 


0 


n 


227 


97 


338 






2 


0 


0 


131) 


100 


24 1 



Qua ] 3 fi cd 
Non-Quali fiod 



Ta])lc of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



4 .228 


4.228 


4 .38 0 


4.31)0 



Center: Conuriunitv ^9 



HER Hcsult3(Continucd) 

Variable « j AKarencss of Child^s D(:\'o lorment 



Tabic of Hc<ans . 



Qa-liiicd 



3. ] 18 


3 . ] 4 7 




3. 195 



i 


Qialifled Wor.QZ 
PosttCGt 

1 2 3 . 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qiialificd Hones 
PoGttect 

1-^23^5 


Pretest 
Total 


s 


5 


12 


2 


0 j 


24 


0 


3 


5 


2 


1 


1 1 


2 


1- 


13 


3.1 






63 


... - •• 




9 


■•7 


r>-, 


i 


Pretest 3 


6 


15 


86 


18 


21 


146 


5 




54 


l.S 


17 


lO-l ' 

' :• 




3 


5 


3S 


7 


9 \ 


59 


— 




1 1 


7 


■ 3 


2^, 


5 


2 
17 


J_ 


2S 




8 


46 


/ 






10 






:.est Tctal 


AS 


192 


39 


, -'-^ i 


33S 


16 


3S 


109 


39 1 3y 


...?-U •'! 



Variable ^ 



Rc w:\ r d s f o r Intellectual A 1 1 a i nine n t 



Table of Jlcana 
Preterm Pootteot 



Q-.nllfled 


4 . 006 


4.0S6 


nonKJualif led 


4 .0(»2' 


4. OHO 







Qualified Homer 
Pod tt est 


Pretest 




ncn-<iualif icd Hones 
Posttcst 


Pretest 




1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 ^ 


.3 




5 


Tot^l 


1 


5 


0 


1 


13 


4 . 


23 




4 


0 


2 


4 


3 


13 i 


2 


] 




(} 


6 


6 


IS 




1 


1 


0 


3 


2 


7 


Pretest 3 


1 


2 


4 


6 


6 






2 






6 








6 


9 


10 




4S 






B 


4: — - — 






■ii 




5 


4 


0 


4 


51 


0] 


120 




0 


0 


1 


35 


13 


, «1 i 


^>o^a 10 s rectal'' 


17 


13 


19 


104 


125 


338 




15 


4 


10 


129 


.S3 


— _r.;..-:-.T-.- ; 



Center: Coirjiumitv ^9 



lIEil Results (Continued) 

Variable ^ t ^^^^^'^^ l.anr.unj^' I)cvo] opi^cnt 



Pretest 



ror,ttcst Total 



1 


Qualified Hones 
rosttCGt 

1 2 3 5 


rretest 
Total 


non-Q^xilif iecl Hc;:.cr. 
Pccittcst 

1 2 3 ^ 5 


f' ret est 
Total 




■ 2 


8 






18 ■ 


-> 


4 


3 


0 


1 


i 

10 ; 


2 




1 1 


17 




7 1 


43 


3 




10 


4 






3 


7 


11 






1.1 1 


] 26 


4 


S 


4? 


24 


](> 


.'il 




2 


2 






i 


HI 


] 


1 


28 


32 


] 1 


- \ 


J 


1 


.1 

27 


10 


19 




4 0 


0 


' 1 


S 


14 


1 1 


.V) li 


]6 


- -r- 

137 




j 


538 i 




21 


9r. 


74 




■ 2.(1 ; 



Table of hicans 
1-Vete3t Podttest 



Qir-.lificd 



non-rualif icd 



3.33] 


3,4 58 


3.57S 


3,4 77 



Variable 5 j Aval 1 Mhi 1 ity of Supplies for Language Development 







Qualified }ion;ce 
PosttcGt 


Pretest 




non--Qualiricd Hordes 
Posttest 


l^retest 




1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 






Total 


1 


20 


16 


3 


3 


6 


48 




6 




' 1 




3 


1 6 ; 


7. 


10 


28 


16 


7 


1 1 


72 




s 


13 


8 


4 


10 


42 ! 


I'rctcGt 3 


7 


14 


24 


1.1 


14 


70 






6 


21 


10 


19 


t 

r>9 i 


'h- 


5 


6 


12 


11 




36 




1 


4 




4 


19 


.V ; 


5 


;> 


9 


..IP.... 


14 


47 


i)2 




2' 


■ S 


10 • 


12 ■ 


38 


• K~ 1 


Postle;-.! ToT^i 


44 


73 


73 


46 


1 (JO 


338 




17 


33 


.4 9 




1 09 


. .Ml 1 



Table of lleana 
IVctcnt Porjttciit 



quMlificd 


3.21 3 


3,231 


ncn-<iualii'ied 


3. 368 


3.747 



ERIC 



mn I^coults (Continued) 



Center: Communitv ^3 



Variable t Learning. Op]>ortunlt ics Outside the Home 







Qinlific<I }fcr.e3 
Ponttest 


Pretest 




nonKimliflcd 
Ponttcot 


Hoir.cs 


Prct est 




1 


;> 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Tctal 


1 


5 


7 


4 






20 


0 


1 


I 


] 


0 


6 


2 




20 


' . .... 

27 


10 




6-. 




17 


9 


f; 


3 




J^ctcst 3 


4 


21 




39 


M 


\.\-\ 






4S 






100 !. 




I 




21 


28 


12 


7! 


0 




IS 




1 1 




■ 5 ■ 


...L... 


: — 
J. 


12 


1 2 


M ■ 


■!0 


0 . 


1 ^' 






^4 


•17 


Post test Tctai 


14 




130 




.-is 


7.38 




36 


1)0 




4H 





l^ible of licano 







PosttCDt 


Qualified 


3.142 


3.281 


non--xi*aalH"icd 


3.407 


3.502 



Variable ^ \ Materials for I.earnint; in the iloine 



Pretest 



Post lest rcl-al 



l^blo of Meann 
lYctoct Pont tent 



Qualified 


3. ir>4 


3.3i;2 


non-Qu-ilif ied 


3.34H 


3.4 73 



1 


Qualified lionics- 
Posttcst 

12 3 5 


Pretest 
Tctai ■ 


non -Qualified Hones 
Po3ttcst 

1 2 3 ^ 5 


Preterit 
Total 


3 


7 


5 


4 


1 


• \% 


0 


2 


4 


0 


1 




2 


6 


2 2 


28 


12 


3* 


■^1 




If) 


10 


7 


3 


■ 37 i 


3 


3 


16 


62 


38 


y 


1 j:s 




n 


49 


27 


6 


i)3 ! 




0 


3 


21 


4 2 


i:; 


S3 


1 


) 


20 


30 


17 






0 


3 


8 


jo 


17 


" s 


0 


1 




12 


12 


33 ' 


1 2 


\^ 3 


122 


•13 


33 S 


:> 


30 




76 


39 





Center: Comihunitv 



HER Rcijults (Continued) 
Variable B j Rending Pi'css 







Qualir 

Po 


ie<i Hcr.cr* 
sttect 


Pretest 




non- 


POGttCGt 




Pretest 




1 


2 


3 




5 




* 1 


2 


3 






Total 


1 


A-J 




s 


4 


(. 


90 






1 7 


1 2 




6 


- lJ 




! 




17 


'\ 5 


s 






100 






18 


SO 
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Center: Conrnunitv #A 



The Ho-^ I Sea Mvr.elf (HISM) -P;^vpn^ Educators ( H - 20 ) 

The HI3M_ measures four fectors related to self -concept » 

1) IntorperGonal AdeQjaa:cy 3) Fnysical Appe^nce 

2) Social I.fele - School 4) Cor.petence 

Means, Standard Deviation., and t-Tests of Differences (Pcsttest-Ptet. 

Factor 







1 


2 


3 


4 


Pre 


X 


54.80 


57.85 


16.00 


18.85 




s 


7.53 


5.29 


3.57 


4.09 


Post - 


X 


54.05 . 


57.15 


15.35 


.19.45 


s 


7.79 


5.66 


3.6.^ 




t 


<0.71 


<I . 03 


<2.67* 


0.98 



< .05 



The Social Reaction Inv<^ ntGrv( 5^Tl-T<:>r^n4 Educators ( ^ = 20 ) 
.longer feell„g."?tte?„^l'°oonteil! iMlcatl..g 





Pretest 


Posttest 
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5.20 


6. 65 


2.4-9* 
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4.55 


4.82 





*P < .05 



Center: Comnunity rA 



The I Fee l, Kg Fesl( TPMP)-nh-!l^-r-^n 

The IFJIF rr.easuros five factors related to self-concept in children 

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Fnysical 

2) Peer 4) Acadeir.ic 



Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Pcsttest-Ptretcst) 

for Qualified Children ( n = 143 ) 

factor 

1 2 3 - i; 



X 


62.44 
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60.50 
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s 
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8.06 
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1.95 


1.39 
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■ 1.22 


2.47* 



*P < .05 



Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Eretest) 
for non-Qualified Children ( li = 126-} 

Factor 
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6.25 
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<1.28 


<0.44 


<0.63 


<0.86 


,<1.19 









Center: Coniniunity #A 



The Home Enviromcnt Review (HER) 

Note: The HER measures nine dinensicas CEnvironnental Processes) of the 
homes pa-ticipating in the FLcrida Parent Education Program.' The 
results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
homes. The results are presenlzed in .terms of the frequency distributions 
of postte,st ratings, one distSibuitLon for each possible pretest rating. 
For eads -yariable, a table of lueaTis is aLso presented. 



Variable 1: lEspsartations for Child" s Schooling 
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2 '3 4 5 
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T'ctrai , 
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1 2 3 4 5 


Pretest 
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.0 i 


0 


0 


0 




. 0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Pretest 3 
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1, ■ 
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10 


40 
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13 
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42 


50 


Posttest 

Total 
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0 


2 


97 


16 


115 
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0 


0 


38 


52 


90 



; ( 

ERIC 



Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



Table of Means / 
'Pretest Posttest 



4.078 


4.122' 


4.556 


4.578 



HER Results (Continued) 
Variable 2 i Awareness of Child's Develor'ngriX 



Center:- Community "A 



Table of Means 





Fjretest 


Postterst. 








Qniilified 


3.009 


■ 3.02:&; , 

t 








non-Cualif led 


3.700 


■4.133 J 
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12 3^5 


Pretest- 
Total 


::icri--'5ualif ied Kc;r.es 
Posttest 

1.2 3 4 5 
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Variable 3 



Rewards for Intellectual AttaiM-mr:^ 



Pretest 
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Quallfie'd, Koikes- 
Post it>gt„ 

1 2 3. ^ 


Pretest 
, Total 

. — 
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1 2. 3 ^ 5 
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Table of Ileans 
Pretest Posttest 



( 



Qualified 


3.843 


4.035 ^ 


non-Qualified 


4.067 


4.322 



HER Results (Continued) 
Variable ^ i Press for Language Developir.ent 



Center: Community 



IVoble of ^5eans 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


2.939 


2.835 


non-Qvalified 
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Variable 5 : Availability of Supplies for L anguage 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


3.130 


3.374 


non-Qualified 


4.144 


4.500 
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Center; Comniunitv ?A 



HER Results (Continued) 

Variable ^ : Learning Opportunities Outside the Home 



Table of Ifeans 





Pretest 


Posttest 




3.278 


3 . 235 


non-Qualified 


3.767 


4.035 
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non-Qualiaied Ho.~es 
Posttest 

12 3 ^ 5 


Pretest 
Total 


2 


0 


0 


0 


1 

0 i 


2 


,^,.|.0.., 
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■ 3 


2 


1 


7 


Pretest 3 


3 


6 


39 


8 


2 


58 


0 


0 


12 


11 


4 


27 


k 


0 


0 


11 


17 


4 


32 


0 
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Variable 7 s Materials for Learning in the Home 
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Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 





Qualified 


3.269 


3.513 
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non-Qualified 


3.822 


4.056 
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HER Results (Continued) 
Variable 8 : Reading Press 



Center: Coinnunity PA 
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Variable ^ : Trust 


in School 
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Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 
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Center: Community -B 



The. I Fcol. K-i Fr'c^i(-FVp)~nyMAy^„^ 

The IF;;f r..2as^jxes five factors related to self-ccncept in children 

1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) physical 

2) Peer 4) Acaderiic 



Keans, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Biff erencer. (Pcsttest-PrateGt) 

for Qualified Children ( N = 546 ) 



Factor 
2 3 



X 

Pro 

s 


62.37 
9.07 


51.31 


40. 00 


60.60 


— » 

46.63 


7.47 


5.79 


9.32 


6. 75 


X 


64.55 


52.88 


41.49 


62.94 


48.37 


Post 

s 


8.14 


6.71 


4.94 


8.65 


5 .68 


t 


4.90* 


4.18* 


5 .07* 


5.09* 


5.29* 


*P < lo5 

J 





■leanr., Standard Devi^/tions, and t-Tests of 2iffnronces(PosttG3t-l>r=te.vt) 
for ncn~Qualified Childreii ( N = ) 



Factor 
2 3 



Center: Community 



The HI^M r.ea?jjtxcs four factors related to sclf-consopt i 

1) Intcrporccnal Adcciuacy 3) Physical Appearance 

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence 

K-cans, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Edff srenc£5(Fc5ttcj;t-Fretest ) 

Factor 



X 


61.94 


40.94 


20.17 


19.56 


Pro 

s 


6.59 


7.08 


3.20 


3.97 


X 


63.22 


42.17 


20.17 


' 20.78 


Post 

s 


7.60 


6.81 


3.90 


4.35 


t 


0.64 


0.88 


0.0 


1.79 



The ir.Gacuros the extent to v:hich a person rorcrts iceUn.-^s of 
control ever ths events in his life, v.-ith lc-„-er scores indicating 
stronger feelings of internal control. 



Means, Standard Deviations , and t-Test of Difference (Pc5ttest-?retes£) 

Pretest ' Pcsttest t 



X 


5.84 


5.95 


r ■ 

0.20 


s 


3.67 


4.56 





Center: Community 



The Home Environment Review (HER) 

Note: The UER neasures nine dinensions (Environir.ental Processes) of the 
homes participating in the Florida Parent Education Program:,. The 
results for each variable are presented for qualified and non-qualified 
• homes. The results are presented in terms of the frequency distributions 
posttest ratings, one distriLuuion for each possible pretest rating. 
For each variable, a table of means is also presented. 



Variable 1: .Expectations for Child's Schooling 





1 


Qualif iec 
Postt 
2 3 


I Homes 
est 
4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


Non- Qualified Hones 
Posttest 
1 2 3 4 5 


Pretest 
Total 


T 


1 


0 


0 


2 


1 


4 




■ 1 










2 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


1 
















Pretest 3 


0 


0 


1 


3 


0 


4 
















4 


3 


■ 0 


2 


198 


95 


298 
















5 


1 


0 


0 


57 


189 


247 • 
















Posttest 

Total 


5 


0 


3 


261 


285 


554 

















( 
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• Qualified 
Non-Qualified 



Table of Means 
Pi'etest • Posttest 



,4.41 


4.48 







HER Results (Continued) 
Variable ^ ■: Awareness of Child's Developne nt 



Center: Community -B 



Table of Means 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Qu2.1ified 


3.45 


3.50 


non-Qualified 







1 


- 

Qualified Hcr.eo 
Posttest 

12345 


Protest 
Total 


non-Qualified ?io::es 
Posttest 

12 3 4 5 


r 

Pretest 
Total 


2 


3 


10 


2 


1 


18 










J [ 
!i 


2 


3 


17 


15 


• 3 


15 


53 












1 


Pretest 3 


9 


28 


156 


23 


62 


278 












1 




2 


13 


27 


11 


20 


73 














5 


2 
18 


5 


48 


9 


68 


132 










1 


i ii 


;est Total 


66 


256 


48 


166 


554 1 










Jl 



.Variable 3 \ Rewards for. Intellectual Attainment 



Table of Mean^. 
Pretest Posttest 





Qualified 


4.31 


• 4.50 


( 


non-Qualified 











Qualified Homes 
Posttest 


Pretest 


non-Qualified Kor.es 
Posttest 


Pretest 




X 


2 


3. 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Total 




1 


3 


1 


2 


10 


8 


24 
















j 


2 


1 


0 


. 1 


4 


; 9 


15 
















I 
1 


Pretest 3 
~ 


2 


0 


1 


12 


10 


25 
















i 




3 


3 


6 


S7 


94 


193 














1 


5 


4 


3 


4 


' 60 


226 


297 
















! 


PosTteir Total'" 


15 


7 


14 


173 


34 7 


554 
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HER Results (Continued) 



Center: Comnunitv 



Variable 4 : Pres^ f o r Langua^^e Developr>ent 



Qualified Hones 
Posttest 



Pretest 
Total 



non-Q^-^lified Hc;:.es 
Posttest ' 



Pretest 

1 Ct-cl-. 



I^ble of Means 





Rretest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


3.72 


3. 83 


non-Qualified 







1 


3 


4 


3 


3 


3 


16 










1 

1 
1 


2 


1 


12 


18 


8 


6 , 


45 












1 >1 


Pretest 3 


9 


9 


64 


46 


33 


161 












! 




4 


5 


35 


80 


64 


188 

















2 




25 


36 


75 


144 












li 


;est Total 


19 


36 


145 


173 


181 


554 




1 











ys,Ti3.hlQ 5 ; Availability of Supplies for Language Development 



Pretest 



Table of Mearxs 
Pretest Posttest 



Qualified 


3,72 


•3.89 


non-Qualified 
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1 


1 


C 

2 


iualif ied Homes- 
Posttest 

3, 5 


Pretest 
■ Total 


non-Qualified Homes 
Posttest 

12 3^5 


Pretest 
Total 


21 


9 


11 


6 


9 


56 












i 

1 


2 


16 


13 


8 


5 


17 


59 












1 
1 




12 


13 


29 


19 


46 


119 












i 


4 


3 


3 


17 


18 


31 


72 












1 


5 


4 


6 


28 


25 


185 


248 1 












H 

1 


iotai 


56 


44 


93 


73 


288 


554 












- — , . — 1 

{ 
1 



HER Results (Continued)" 



Center: CorjTiun.i t^' 



Variable ^ . Learning Opportunities Outside the Hor.e 







Qualified Hcr.os 
Posttest 


Pretest- 




non~Q--2.1if ied 
Posttest 


Ko:.;r-n 


i 




1 


2. 


3 




5 


Total 


1 


2 


3 


k 


5 




1 


2 


0 


3 


1 


0 


6 














2 


2 


7 


17 


4 


8 


38 
















Ptetest 3 


3 


19 


82 


58 


42 


204 












} 


1 Hi 

J 4.* 




1 


3 


42 


46 


58 


150 














1! 


5_ 


. ,.1- 


5_ 




35 


a5 


156 . 
















:est Total 


9 


34 


174 


144 


193 1 


554 




1 






1 


ii 



Table of Means 





Pretest 


Posttest 


• Qualified 


3.74 


3.86 


non-Qualified 







Variable 7 ; Materials for Learning in the HoiriC 



Table of Means 
Pretest Posttest 



\ (. 

o 

ERIC 



Qualified 


3.56 


3.87 


non-Qualified 







1 


1 


Qualified Horr;Of 
Posttest 

2 3.^ 5 


Pretest 
Total 


ncn-Q^ualif led Hor.es 
Posttest 

1 2 3^-5 


Pretest 
. Total 


1 


4 


4 


1 


1 

X 


11 












I 
i 


2 


2 


23 


31 


14 


15 


85 














Pretest 3 


3 


IS 


61 


53 


39 


171 
















0 


S 


31 


54 


68 


158 












, 1 


5 


0 


3 


17 


42 


67 


129 1 














sTtesTTotai" 


6 


50 


144 


164 ; 


190 


554 












i 
t 



HER Results (Continued) 
VariD.ble 8 • Reading Press 



Center: Communitv #B 



Pretest 



Posttest 



Table of Means 





Retest 


Posttest 


Qualified 


2.77 


3.14 


non-Qualified 







1 


Qualil'ied Hcr.es 
Posttest 

1 2 3 ^ 5 


Pretest 
Total 


non-Qualified Hoir.es 
Posttest 

1.2 3 4 ' 5 


Pretest 


43 


33 


15 


17 


11 


119 












1 


2 


26 


66 


12 


39 


27 


170 














3 


.11 


11 


14 


15 


9 


60 












1 

— ^ 




4 


19 


14 


• 50 


42 


129 




















_ __ 5_ 


24 


33 


76 












!l 


tal 


86 


141 


60 


145 


122 1 


554 












j 



Varl2.ble 9 ; 



Trust in School 



Pretest 



3_ 



Postte'stTotal' 



Qualified Koner 
Posttest 



58 



17 



40 



122 



23 



18 



39 



83 



47 



58 



229 



339 



Pretest 
Total 



16 



132 



93 



310 



554 



non-Qualified Hor.es 
Posttest 



Table of Means 
"Pfetest ' Posttest • 





Qualified 


4.25 


4.35 




non-Qualified 
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Pretest 
Total 
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appropriate response for al] items except number four, which' requires a 



"no. 



On every item except number four, the movement from pretest and ■ 
posttest is in the direction of increased parent knowledge of PAC and 
knowledge of PAC functioning in accordance with the intent of the Follow 
Through Guidelines. Item number four is an ambiguous one that reads "Is 
the PAC meeting run by school people?" The meaning of the term "school ' 
people" may have caused some problem to the parents in responding. 

Although the PRR results are certainly encouraging, a need was felt 
to look at PAC activity as well as knowledge of PAC and a PAC activity 
questionnaire was developed in the spring, 1972. Eight communities 
responded to the' questionnaire (see .Appendix G) : Philadelphia, Yakima, ' 
Richmond, Chattanooga, Jonesboro, IVinnsboro, Tampa, and Lawrenceburg. 
The following information was obtained for the 1971-72 school year and 
represents averages computed across ail eight communities: 

1. The average nujiiber of city-wide PAC meetings during the school 
year =10. 

2. The average nuinber of parents attending each city-wide PAC 
meeting =58. . 

3. The average number of teachers and parent educators attending 
each city-wide PAC meeting =20. 

. 4. The average number of mini-PACs (local school PaCs} per conmiunitv 
4 (not all communities have mini-PACs), 

5. The average number of mini-PAC meetings during the school year 

6. The average number of parents attending each mini-PAC meeting = 

7. The average number of teachers and parent educators attending 
each mini-PAC meeting =18. 
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10. 



The average number of city-vdde PAC committees =4. 

The average number of tines that a city-wide PAC connittee 
■meets during the school year =5. 

The average number of people attending a city-wide PAC contnittee 
meeting = 14. 



11. The average number of Tniiii-PAC con:nittees per mini-PAC = 2. ' 

12. The average number of tines that a niiiii-PAC ccamittee meets ' 
durimg the school year =3. 

hy- The avei.'. e tnunber cf people attending a mini-PAC committee 
meeting =6. 

14. The average number of home learning activities or tasks that 
were written by parents (each PAC has a curriculum or task 

. committee which may write as well as critique tasks! durinc 
the 1971-72 school year =121. 

15. On the average, parents attending a PAC meeting were given an 
agenda at the time of the meeting. 

t^l n^^'"^ Through centers' responding to the Questionnaire 

had PaC members, either acting individually or as a private 
group, make contact with the school administration and/or the 
school board during the 1971-72 school year. ' ^ 

While the PAC activity questionnaire leaves much to be desired and 
while we have no data with which to compare the- data obtained, our PACs 
seem active and strong. At least these data can give us some basis 
for setting PAC activity criteria in our, new criterion-- referenced measure- 
ment format. 

Changes in Teachers and Parent Educators as a Team 



■ In the Florida Model, teachers and parent educators form a team. 
The teacher plans with parent educators for both the parent educator's 
classroom and home visit activities. Since the parent educator must show 
the mother how to teach a task to her child, the parent educator should 
have the opportunity to engage in classroom instruction herself. The 



i,.- ..icr should not only give the parent educsto-r the opportunity' to 
teach but she should shov,- her hoK to teach, bothi in the classroosn as 
well as in the home. 

The Taxonony af Classroom Activities (see Ap: -er-dix Q) is an 
o^bservirtional i:nstT... t designed to fi:;ses;:- the r;:.::,.ber of times that 
teachers and parent educators engage in certain classroom activities 
over a period of time. The observer looks at the behavior of the parent 
educator and the teacher long enough to deie:v-iiu;i4\ what classroom activitv 
er-ch frngagicg in <md checks it on tJie ii^s^ri-K-sfrnt . IVhen such data 
is collected over a period of time, it yields a picture of the amount 
of time that teachers and parent educators ajt- spending in housekeepijig 
activities, clerical activitie:*, activities i-c fated to classroom materials, 
iMtfiiX'Lonal activities, and evaluation activities. Further, with regard 
to insti-uctional activities, it indicates several kinds of instructional 
activities that teachers and parent educators engage in. 

Table XXXII summarizes TCA data collected in six of our Follow 

Through communities CJonescpru, Z:^tm!wiU^; Chattanooga, Lawrenceburg , 

Hraiuston, Alachua) at four different poxnts in time. 

These da^a indicate that teachers ansrjising parent educators to 

engage in classroom instruction. The pansirt educators seem to be' 

spending about half as much time in ins±3rnr:tional activities as teachers. 

Further, parent educators seem to be engag±ng in the same kinds of 

instructional activities as teachers except for tiffiS spent teaching 

the whole class. 

The Parent Education Cycle Evaluation (PECE) has already been 
described in the Evaluation Procedures Section of this report. During 
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TABLE XXXII 

Taxonomy of Classroom Activities 

Percentage of time spent in certain classroom activities by teachers 
and parent educators at four point-time samples in six comrnuni ties 

1971-72 





Teacher 


Parent Educator 


Housekeeping Activities 


17% 


12% 


Clerical Activities 


4% 


4% 


Activities related to 
Classroom Materials 


^ J. '0 


<l"o 


Instructional Activities 




2o-6 


Fvaluatinn Ar-t*n -h-i 


^ 0 

1% 


2% 


Other 


18% 


53% " 


Percentage of time spent in 


certain types of 


instructional activities 


Tutors Individual 


3% 


3% 


Organizes Play Activity - 


2% 


1% 


-.Reaches Total Group 


25% 


4% 


Teaches Small Groups 


24% 


17% 


Disciplines 


2% 


<n 


Organizes Group for Instruction 


1% 


1% 
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1971-72 we were able to use only the RCS portion of the instruinent with 
videotapes of the hoiP.e visit cycle from tv,-o coa'.unities (Tanpa and Houston) 
The PECE was used to analyze the way in which the teacher taught the 
task to the parent educator during the home visit planning session and 
also to analyze the way in which the parent educator then taught the 
task to the niother during the home visit. Later, we intend to analyze ' 
the way in which the mother teaches the task to the child. 

Our priniary interest was in using the RCS categories that relate 
to the Seven Desirable Teaching Behaviors (DTBs) either directly or ' 
indirectly. iVe, therefore, did a pretest (December) and posttest (May) 
analysis of teacher and parent educator teaching behavior on videotape 
using the following RCS categories: 



1 



Percentage of praising and accepting which relate to our DIB 
that reads "Praise the learner when he does well or even takes 
small steps m the right direction. Let the learner know when 
ne IS wrong, but do so in a positive or neutral manner." 

2. Percentage of open questions which related to two of our DTBs 
that read "Ask questions that have more than one correct answer " 

Elicit more than one-word answers from the learner; encourage ' 
the learner to enlarge upon response and use complete sentences." 

3. Percentage of closed questions which was examined so that an 
analysis could be made of total questioning behavior. 

4. Percentage of lecturing. • 

5. Percentage of directing. 

The last two categories of behavior were included so that we could 
examine whether they increased or decreased. It was our hope that 
they would decrease. Table XXXIII presents the results of at test 
between pre and post teaching behaviors of both teachers and parent 
educators, . ' - 
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TABLE XXXIII 

1971-72 Data Summary for Parent Education Cycle Evaluation 
Across Two Comniunities 

Teachers [N = 11) 

RCS Category Pre X Post X • t p 



% Praises § Accepts 


9. 


.8 


18.8 


•7 

o. 


,77 


<.01 


% Closed Questions 


5. 


.3 


10.5 


3. 


,83 


<.01 


%Open Questions 


6. 


.1 ■ 


10.6 


3. 


18 


<.01 


%Lectures 


45. 


.7 


23.7 


5. 


,11 . 


<.01 


%Directs 


23. 


,9 


16. -4 


1. 


,95 


<.05 



Parent Educators (N = 9) 



% 


Praises 5 Accepts 


11.0 


16. 


.8 


3. 


,14 


<.01 


% 


Closed Questions 


8.3 


9. 


,3 


0. 


,53 


N.S 


% 


Open Questions 


4.3 


9. 


,7 


3. 


,79 


<.01 


% 


Lectures 


48.7 


28. 


,7 


7. 


,70 


• <.01 


% 


Directs 


22.4 


15. 


,0 


2. 


,27 


<.05 



o 
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The results indj.cnte that :in every category but one f closed questions) 
there was significant change in the expected direction: lecturing and 
directing decreased while praising and accepting increased. Both teachers 
and parent educators began to ask more open -questions but the number of 
closed questions that the parent educators asked did not change while it 
incr'^Tsed for the teachers. ■ ' 

One intei-pretation might be that the parent educators tend to imitate 
the teaching behavior of the teacher ivho serves as a model. They apparently 
iirdtated the teacher.::, every respect but one; nair.ely, a.ski:ig significantly 
more closed questions. However, at the time the pre-data was gathered 
the parent educators were already asking a much larger percentage of 
closed questions than were the teachers. Thus, the main change was in 
the direction of the "new" teacliing behaviors that the teacher modeled. 
These finds are in tl)e right direction and raise our hopes that the 
parent's teaching behavior will change in similar directions. Further, ' 
the PECE seems to have proven its value as a research tool. 

• Individualization of Instruction Throug h Tasks 

The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) , which is filled out by ' 
the parent educator after each home visit, serves as a monitoring 
instrument (process report) throughout the year and also yields considerable 
program data. One kind of data that it yields is the extent to which 
we are achieving our goal of individualizing instruction through tasks. 
One way that u^xs can be done is by dividing the number of home visits 
during which tasks were presented by the number of different tasks that 
were presented. For example, during 1970-71 it was found that each task 
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was used 11.58 times,. If the average classroom has thirty pupils and, 
therefore, represents thirty homes, this means that each task went 
into a little over 1/3 of the homes. Table XXXIV presents the average 
use of a home learning task data for 1971-72 both by coi?Jiiunities and 
the total across all communities* 

At first glance the data see^iv to indicate that the amount of individual 
ization of tasks has decreased tremendously. In qualified homes each 
task seems to be going into 25 out of 30 homes and in non-qualified 
homes seems to be going into 14 out of. 50. However, certain changes 
have occurred in the program chat will make it necessary to do further 
PEWR analyses before that conclusion can be accepted. 

First, as a result of our production of '»model tasks'' through our 
research and development Follow Through project in Gainesville, and due 
to the exchange of tasks between communities and the production of a con- 
siderable 'number of local community tasks, a sizable "task library" 
has developed in each community and is accessible to all Follow Through ' 
teachers. Such sharing of tasks is facilitated by the task specialists in 
each community. Thus, it may. appear that the average use of a task has 
increased because the use of the same task has been spread over several 
classrooms. 

For example, four teachers might now be sending the same task into 
eleven of their homes, which. would be equivalent to the 1970^71 finding 
by classroom, but would increase the average use of a task when divided 
into the number of home visits. Further analyses, by classroom, are now 
underway. If it turns out that individualization has suffered, we will 
have to place even greater emphasis on thorough and individualized teacher- 
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TABLE XXXIV 

.1971-72 Average Use of a Homo LeaiT.ing Task 
Qualified liomes 



Center //Tasks Taught/;-' Different Tasks 



Lawrenceburg, Indiana 




2431/144 = 


16. 88 


Houston, Texas 




13S96/401 


= 54.65 


Alachua County, Gainesville, 


Florida 


2360/206 = 


n.46 


Richmond, Virginia 




11193/822 


= ,15.62 


Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 




8811/297 = 


29.67 


Jonesboro, Arkansas 




7088/112 = 


65.29 


Yakima, Washington 




12919/18S 


68.72 


Jacksonville, Florida 




8576/592 = 


14.49 


Lac du Flambeau, Wisconsin 




3919/286 = 


13.70 


Tampa, Florida 




4317/268 = 


16.11 


Winnsboro, South Carolina 




10706/269 ■■ 


= 59.80 


Chattanooga, Tennessee 




9953/255 = 


42.35 








= 25.18 


Non-Qualified Homes 




Lawrenceburg, Indiana 




1807/144 = 


12.55 


Alachua County, Gainesville, 


Florida 


4368/222 = 


19.68 . 


Richmond, Virginia 




1935/364 = 


5.32 


Philadelphia, Pennsylvania . 




797/152 = J 


5.24 


Jonesboro, Arkansas 




2811/102 = 


27.56 


Yakima, Washington 




4635/166 = 


27.92 
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TABLE XXXIV Con't 



Non-Qualified Hoiiies 



Center 



Jacksonville, Florida 
Tampa, Florida 
Winnsboro, South Carolina 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 

TOTAL 



msks Taught/#Different Tasks 

3998/518 = 7.72, 
2984/235 =12.70 
245/93 =2.65 
6868/158 - 43:47 
-50448/2154 = 14.14 



mc 
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parent educator planning before home- visits . 

Other Parent Educator Weekly Report Data 

Three additional sets of data are available from the PEWR: (1) 
parent reaction to tasks; (2) home-school relations; and, (3) general 
information. During the 1971-72 school year 110,069 home visits were 
successfully made to 6,184 different qualified homes in the program. 
In addition, 34,503 home visits were successfully made to 2,470 non- 
qualified homes. These data in themselves represent a considerable, 
amount of home-school contact. 

Parent Reaction to Tasks 
The PEIVR serves as "field test" data for tasks since parents are 
asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they feel about 
the last task that was brought into the home. Table XXXV summarizes 
the data reported. 

The data seem to clearly indicate that the 1971-72 tasks were well 
received by. the parents. Most parents felt that their children were 
interested in the tasks and were successful in doing them. Most of the 
parents also felt that the tasks are important and that their level of 
difficulty was "just right" for their child. Further, most parents ' 
spent under one hour teaching the task to their child although many 
•spent between one and two hoars. This does not include the amount of 
time that the child might have spent working on the task after it was 
taught to him. 



Home-School Relationships 
,The strengthening of home-school relationships is basic to the 
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TABLE XXXV 



PEWR Data on Parent Reaction to Tasks 
Across Twelve Communities 



Interest 



Type o£ 
Home 


High 


Mild Disinterested 


Not. 
Asked 


Not 
Given 


Qualified 
Non-Qualified 


55,291 
17,921 


22,577 
6,231 

Success 


938 
■ 364 


1,747 
489 


938 
252 


Type of 
Home 


High 


Mild Not Successful 


Not 
Asked 


Not 
Given 


Qualified 
Non-Qualified 


51,146 
16,894 


26,013 
7,088 

Importance 


1,460 
467 


a, 861 
559 


934 
248 


Type of 
Home 


Important 


Some 
Importance 


No 

Importance 


Not 
Asked 


Not 
Given 


Qualified 
Non-Qualified 


60,587 
19,270 


16,881 
4,873 

Difficulty 


222 
84 


2,917 
822 


816 
204 


Type of 
Home 


Too 
Difficult 


Just 
Right 


Too 
Easy 


Not 
Asked 


Not 
Given 


Qualified 
Non-Qualified 


4,305 
1,436 


68,598 
21,386 


1,800 
796 


4,985 
1,211 


1,655 
408 



Time 



Type of 
Home 



Over 3 
Hours 



Qualified 5,761 
Non-Qualified 1,919 



2 to 3 
Hours 



1 to. 2 
Hours 



Under 1 
Hour 



8,143 
2,366 



22,080 
7,314 



32,858 
10,164 



Not 
Asked 



9,447 
2,748 



Not 
Given 



3,187 
743 
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Florida Model. Among our goals in this area are those of getting parents 
to visit the school, work in the classroom, attend parent group meetings, 
and attend PAC meetings. Since our model relies very heavily upon the 
parent educator to help facilitate such parent involvement, careful 
planning with the t^^eacher before the home visit seems essential to the 
attainment of our goals. 

Table XXXVI summarizes the 1971-72 PEWR data in the area of home- 
school relations. In general these data are difficult to interpret in 
the absence of comparison data. For example, while only 1/4 of the 
qualified and 1/3 of the non-qualified parents visited the school in spite ■ 
of plans being made for a larger percentage to do so, how does this compare 
to the number of non-Follow Through parents that visited the school each 
week, especially when visiting is defined as more than just, carrying a child 
to school and picking him up? Although 1% of the qualified parents and 
10% of the non-qualified worked in the classroom, how does this compare 
to other parents? Do more than 10% of non-Follow Through parents 
attend parent group meetings at school? However, the fact that 15% of 
the qualified and 10% of the non-qualified parents attended the last 
PAC meeting does indicate that more work needs to be done in this area. 
Although the percentage of PAC attendance, may exceed that of typical' 
school parent groups, our strong emphasis on PAC causes us to have some 
concern that the percentage of attendance is not higher. This is. 
especially true in, light of the data that indicates that parent educators 
do seem to be informing parents of PAC meetings and discuss PAC meetings 
with them often. 

Finally., while most teachers and parent educators are spending less 
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TABLE XXXVI 

PEWR [■> i.a on Home-School Relations 
Across Twelve Communities 



Time. Planning Visit 

Type of Under 30 45 One No 

Home 15/min Minutes Minutes Hour Planning 

Qualified 49,305 33,221 4,217 6,469 8,073 

Non-Qualified 19,734 7,479 1,049 1,528 2,151 



Visit the School 



Type of 
Home 


Yes 


No 


.., PE Does 
Not Know 


Qualified 
Non-Qualified 


/ 24,437 
8,849 


78,368 
23,632 


4,004 
1,148 






Work in Classroom 


Type of 
Home 


Yes 


No 


PE Does 
Not Know 


Qualified 
Non-Qualified 


7,579 
3,224 


97,306 
29,853 

Attend Parent 


2,130 
662 

Group 


Type of 
Home 


Yes 


No 


PE Does 
Not Know . 


Qualified 
Non-r;';ialified 


10,125 
3,032 


88,262 
28,121 


8,509 
2,519 






Attend PAC Meeting 


Type of 
Home 


Yes 


No 


PE Does 
Not Know 


Qualified 
Non-Qualified 


14,510 
3,203 


81,610 
27,576 


10,660 
2,866 
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TABLE XXXVI Con't 
Discuss PAC Meeting 

Type of 

Home Yes No 

Qualified 48,226 58,416 

Non-Qualified 11,602 22,010 

Inform of PAC Meeting 

Type of 

Home ■ Yes ^ No 

Qualified 62,588 44,562 

Non-Qualified 16,426 17,317 

Plans for School Visit 

Type of 

Home Ye s ^ No 

Qualified 68,169 . 38,937 

Non-Qualified 18,863 14,886 
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than 15 minutes planning for each home visit, many others are spending 
far more time in planning. It should also be remembered that the amount 
of. time refers to the time spent actually planning for a particular 
visit while the parent educator is likely to have 14 to' 15 such visits 
to make, each week. Nevertheless, there would appear to be a need for 
us to show teachers and parent educators how to find as well as use 
planning time next year. 

General Information 

Certain other information picked up by the PEWR are summarized 
in Table XXXVII. The data on the discussion of the comprehensive 
services should be interpreted in light of the fact that parent educators 
do not generally initiate discussions of the comprehensive services but 
respond when the parent seeks information or makes some kind of a 
request. Sometimes, however, a parent educator will initiate such a 
discussion if she spots a real need. Even then, however, she will 
initiate action only at the parent's request. In view of these facts, 
the comprehensive services data look good. 

The data on asking for and getting task suggestions do not look 
quite so good, however. UTiile almost half the time the parent educator 
is asking the mother if she has any suggestions for tasks, the parent 
educator has apparently not learned how to "pull tasks out of parents" 
very effectively. This again, indicates a weakness that needs to be 
worked on. For example, parent educators apparently need to be taught 
how to ask the parent questions about why the parent has suggested a 
particular task, what activities the child enjoys doing around the house 
that the task can be tied into, what materials are available in the home 
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TABLE XXr/II 



PEWR Data on General Information 
Across Twelve Coimnunities 



Discuss Comprehensive Services? 

Type of 

Home Yes ^ No 

Qualified 40,781 6*5,511 

^Ion-Qualj fied 8,047 25,495 



Ask for Task Suggestions? 

Type of 

Home Yes No 

Qualified 49,863 56,126 

Non-Qualified 14,429 19,074 



Given Task Suggestions? 

Type of 

Home Yes No 



Qualified 4,548 101,679 

Non-Qualified 1,624 32,034 
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that can be used in teaching the task, how the mother thinks that the 
task should be taught, etc. 

Level of Income Differences 
j'lpne goal of our Follow Through program is to serve all the children 
•;in^^^ classroom irregardless of their socio-economic background. We 
hope that our program is a viable one for all children and their parents. 
Table XXXVIII presents certain PEWR data broken do\m into percentages 
for both qualified and non-qualif ied homes. This data represents the 
number of such homes visited by February 28, 1972. 

In general, the data indicate that, in homes which have been 
successfully visited, the attitudes and behavior of parents is not 
different as a function of income level. The only percentage which 
is different is the one that would be expected: infomation about 
comprehensive services. Even here, however, although they do not qualify 
for these services from Follow Through, half the non-qualified families 
still receive some information about them. 

Summary of PEWR Data 
WTiile certain weaknesses were revealed with regard to PAC attendance, 
planning time, and getting task suggestions from parents, the 1971-72 
PEWR data generally indicate considerable strength in the program. Tasks 
are being received extremely well by parents and at least modest success 
can be claimed in the area of home-school relationships. In addition, 
the program seems to be reaching all parents irregardless of income level. 
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TABLE XXXVIII 

PEKR Data by Qualified vs Non-Qualified Families 
Across Twelve Communities 



Item 



N 



Qualified 



Non-Qualified 



N 



51. Parent Visit School 

52. Work In Classroom 

53. Attend Parent Group 

54. Attend PAC 

60. Discuss Comprehensive Services 

61. Ask for Task Suggestions 

62. Given Task Suggestions 



2,636 
955 
1,349 
1,328 
3,550 
3,367 
886 



*90% of homes visited, not of total number. 



33. Reaction:** 
Interested 
Neutral 
Disinterested 

36. Adapt Task: 
No 

By Discussion with Teacher 

On PE Knowledge 

After Parent Suggestion 

43. Child Success: 

High 
Mild 
Not 

Not Asked/Not Given 

44. Importance of Task: 
\ Importance 

Some 
No 

Npt Asked/Not Given 

45. Difficulty: 

Too Difficult 
Just Right 
Too Easy 

Not Asked/Not Given 

47. Time Spent: 
+ 2 hours 
1-2 hours 
Under 1. 

Not Asked/Not Given 



4,441 
1,340 
134 



3,597 
2,356 
752 
295 



3,242 
2,533 
357 
645 



3,557 
1,939 
67 
791 



794 
3,840 

469 
1,221 



1,727 
2,008 
2,620 
1,818 



54 
19 
27 
27 
72 
68 
18 



90 
27 
3 



73 
48 
15 
6 



66 
52 
7 
13 



72 
39 
1 
16 



16 
78 
10 
25 



35 
41 
53 
27 



1,006 
422 
513 
415 
935 

1,180 
339 



1,600 
414 
50 



1,297 
867 
285 
123 



1,261 
872 
138 
190 



1,324 
711 
34 
241 



326 
1,382 
260 
389 



709 
782 
948 
604 



55 
23 
28 
23 
51 
65 
19 



88 
23 

3 



71 
48 
16 
7 



69 
48 
8 
10 



73 
39 
2 
13 



18 
76 
14 
21 



39 
43 
52 
33 



^Percentage may total more than 100; family could answer differently on different 
home visits. 
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Projected Goals and Procedures for 1972-73 
It has already been pointed out that our evaluation proposal of 
December, 1972, has moved us in a criterion-referenced direction as far 
as our goals and evaluation procedures are concerned. During our summer, 
1972, workshops we attempted to involve research and evaluation specialists 
from' each of our communities in developing this proposal. During our 
December, 1972, meeting we plan to involve PAC leadership as well as 
regular Follow Through staff from our communities in further revising 
our evaluation plans. IVo plan to continue to encourage each of our 
communities to assume more responsibility for evaluation. 

• We plan to increase our emphasis on each community becoming more 
self-sufficient and moving ever closer to '^severing the umbilical cord.^' 
In our proliferation plans we have indicated our desire for our local 
communities to become "demonstration sites^^ for new communities. Toward 
this end we are currently developing inser\ace training materials to 
assist them when they are "on their o™" or in the business of training 
others. Some modules covering various aspects of the model have .already 
been developed in the Alachua County R § D Project and others are under 
way. Tentative role description statements of the Follow Through teachers^ 
parent educators' and principals' jobs have been developed and are being 
revised (see Appendix R ) In Alachua County and Lawrenceburg attempts 
have been made to convert the teacher and parent educator role descriptions 
into "conference guides" which will serve as the basis for periodic self- 
evaluation and teacher-parent educator evaluation conferences (see 
Appendix S ). These instruments seem to hold considerable promise 
for focusing teachers and parent educators on job performance and away 
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from ^^personality clashes.'* 

Another goal is to continue strengthening the task delivery systeiri. 
In order to do this we need to increase the amount of time that the 
teacher and parent educator spend together planning for home, visits and 
building tasks. When they plan together we must get the teachers and 
parent educators not only identifying the teaching behaviors appropriate 
to each task, but must get the teacher to demonstrate them to the parent 
educator. At the same time, the Florida staff plans to take a look' at 
the Seven Desirable Teaching Behaviors and see if we can identify new 
ones and/or better organize the old ones. 

In connection with the home visit, we plan to emphasize getting 
parents to suggest more and better tasks for the parent educator to take 
back to the teacher and task specialist. Parent educators must learn 
how to draw ideas out of parents and get the parent to suggest the *^vhat" 
and '^how^' of the task as well as the task 'Mdea.'' 

Finally, we must continue to strengthen our PAC^s in several ways. 
First, we need to encourage each local community to let the PAC Personnel 
Committee help interview Follow Through teachers as well as parent 
educators. Second, each PAC should be encouraged to sit down with the 
local school board, communicate with it often, and attend its meetings. 
Third, we must be sure that each PAC is carefully examining and "signing 
off*' on its community's proposal. Fourth, we must be certain that each 
PAC has control of its own funds. Last, but not least, we must make 
every .effort to get each PAC to emphasize its decision-making function 
by generally building its yearly calendar of meetings around appropriate ' 
PAC activities and tasks rather than a. steady diet of "presentations 
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from outsiders*' and entertainment. With the certainty that one Kay or 
the other Follow Through will be phasing out in a short while, we wish 
to prepare our local communities to take over our training and evaluation 
roles arid our PAC^s to see to it that Follow Through survives in one form 
or another. 
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C CRITERIA 
How Do You Know Youjfove A Good Task? 

When: 

1 

1. The learner does a lot of talking like: he tells about things, 
gives reasons, asks questions, tells you why, what, where, how. 

2. The learner has fun doing it; there's a lot of interest and action. 

3. The directions are clear enough that it can be taught. 

4. You and the learner understand why you are doing it, what it's for. 

5. It encourages the teacher to use a lot of ways to teach, and the 
learner to try different ways to do it. That is, it's not cut and 
dried, but takes thir^^ing and swinging with what happens. 

6. If possible, home materials are used. 

7. The learner knows he has learned something; he can see it right away 
and feels good about it. 

8. The learner is encouraged to think up new activities or things to do 
which grow out of the task. 



The learner, depending upon the setting, can be teacher, parent 
educator, parent, university professor, or child. Each at some time is 
in the learner role. 



June 19, 1971 



Institute for Development of Human Resources, College of Education. UniveT^sity 
of Florida, Gainesville, Florida 32601 
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INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF HUM^N RESOUFvCES 
College of Education 
Project Follow Through 



June A, 1970 
(Amended June 28 



MEMOPJ'UNDUM 

TO: All Follow Through Liaison Officers and Consultants 

FROM: Dr. Ira J. Gordon, Director 

SUBJECT: The Role of the Consultant and the Utilization of Coi^sa).t.ant 
Trip Time 

The consultant's main function is as an inservice educator in enabling 
the community to implement the program. Some of his time will be taken up 
with administrators but this^should be confined to -a minimal amount, and 
should be mostly when the consultant is also the liaison of ficer. to that 
community. 

1- Preparation for Consultant's Visit - The consultant should have a 
conference with the liaison officer which should irclude: (a) a review of 
information concerning the community which may consist of letters, previous 
trip reports and oral communication j (b) a statement of the present situation 
as reflected in the HERs, PEWRs and, if this is a first or a second con- 
sultant trip, the predata. This will be based upon the information that 
liaison assistants will have provided to the liaison officers, (c) joint 
viewing by the liaison officer jand the consultant o'f the home video tape 
and the classroom video tape from the community. The sugges tions to the 
community for what to video tape in the classroom are in a separate memorandum. 



The central staff v;ill have previewed this' tape and applied syster.atic 
observation to it so that the liaison officer will be able to brief the 
consultany.as to particular points he wishes highlighted in the areas of 
task development, teacher-parent educator role relationships, instructional 
procedures in teaching the mocher (task delivery), etc., (d) some discussion 
by the liaison officer of what specific activities or goals he wishes 
accomplished which may reflect some, communication he has received from 
the community, but should reflect his own view of where the cominunity stands 

2, The Ccrsultant Visit - Each visit should have: (a) a meeting with 
the PAC or a PAC committee for reporting to the PAC on what is happening 
in the program^ and hearing from the PAC about their concerns in the 
implementation of the program. This meeting should be seen as educating . 
the PAC In the program and educating us in the needs, desires, aspirations 
and perceptions of the j parent^. . It should nq-t- be a "confrontation" but a 
dialogue and a cooperative meeting to enable the partnership to develop 
fully, (b) at least a half-day workshop attended by all teachers and 
parent educators (this has been stated in the Letters of Agreement that 
the communities have signed) utilizing the video tape which has been 
previewed in Gainesville and taken back by the consultant to focus on those 
issues and concerns discussed in the conference with the liaison officer. 
This may mean a workshop on teacl ^-parent educate.-: relationships or on 
task development, or on any other issue revealed by the video tape, (c) at 
least half of the visit time should be in the plannirig-home visit-report 
■cycle. That is,- if the meeting with the pic takes a mt rning and the" 
workshop takes an afternoon, the remaining consultant day should be spl t 
^'-ith half of it being spent on the cycle. If the PAC meeting is scheduled 
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in the evening be. 'ue first ^?.nd second days, then more tlu^e can be 

spent in the home visit cycle. It is central that consultants observe as 
many cycles as possible because this reinforces in both the parents' 
minds and the schools' minds that this is the central thrust of the model. 

At the completion of the planning phase of the cycle, the teacher and 
the consultant should independently complete the conference check sheet 
and this can then become a guide for discussion of the planning session. 

At the completion of each home visit, the consultant and the parent 
educator should independently complete the PEWR and should then have a 
briefing session in which the consultant can hi;i;,/'ight some nf the issues 
such as adequate ins'truction of the mother, and adequate demonstration 
by the mother that she understands the task. There should be' a briefing 
session v;ith the teacher as well as the parent educator upon the completion 
of the home visit, to be sure that the teacher finds out what happened, 
and for the consultant to see the manner in which the parent educator 
reports to the teacher, using the PEWR as a reporting device. During the 
classroom visit (in conjunction with the planning and reporting) the 
consultant should observe the teacher-parent educate"^ role relationships 
and, if at all possible, see the means used by the teacher and her parent 
educators in creating tasks from the classroom curriculum and activities. 
This visit should not be U:- for commenting upon curriculum or classroom 
c ization, man^c:e:r'ir ' ^ discipline, the use of learning centers* It 
should focus op: (:/ relationships, (2) task development- In the 

latter it may very well include some teaching or highlighting the use of 
observation for task deyelopment,. 



If we expect: our teachers and parent educar.ors to becoir.e oriented 
to observation, tlien v;e must demonstrate by modeling behavior that we are 
oriented to observation and use it as feedback. The FE-;R will serve as 
an observation schedule on' the home visit; the conference schedule as an 
observation of planning. 

Individual communities .may wish to use a particular visit to high- 
light a special need, or may plan fewer visits of longer duration, or 
request a team of consultants. Plans for such activities are at the 
discretion of the community and the Institute's liaison officer. The 
visit described above is the basic pattern; adjustments are always a 
matter of planning and communication betvjeen the community and the Institute, 
The aim is to implement the program; the means are adjustable within the 
general limits of the model. 

In order to strengthen the PAC, consultant service by a former PAC 
chairman-, Mr, James Bracey of Riclimond, Virginia, is available without 
charge at the request of the local .community. His duties are listed in 
Appendi- 

3. Consultant Trip Report - (a) Upon returning tc Gainesville, the 
consultant writes a detailed trip report including his comments upon the 
meeting with the PAC, the content ana effectiveness of the inservice 
workshop, comments about problems in home -visits or in classroom, reference." 
by name to teachers and parent educators who seem to be doing an outstanding 
job. This report should be typed by the Follow Through secretary so that 
the liaison officer automatically receives a copy of it,' the consultant, 
receives a C0:3y for his files; and a copy remains in the Follow'' Through file 
for the community, (b) Based upon that trip report, the liaison officsr 
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will then.wrdte a letter to the conraunLty, highlighting whatever portions 
of the report he feels are essential. In no way should the consultant write 
a substantive report to the community directly. His report is rendered to 
the liaison officer. The coimnunity should receive only one substantive 
letter and that frora the liaison officer, . If the consultant wishes to 
write -a oersonal-type thank you note to the coordinator, in glittering 
generalities about how much he enjoyed the visit, then he may do this although 
I v;ould suggest it is not necessary, but he shov.ld not report to the 
coordinator in writing. The liaison o f ficer has the responsibility for a 
written communication after each consultant trip rep ort to that community . 
In that written communication he may indicate v:hat he v/ould hope they would 



or report to them about the people who seem to be doing rather well. Either 
as a part of this letter, or as a separate communication, the community 
should receive a report on its activities based upon the tasks it has sent 
to Florida, the PEWPv data and any other evaluation materials received in 
the Institute. This report will be developed by the central staff, but 
will be sent by the liaison officer. All written comm.unicationfe to the 
community are sent by or through the liaison officer . 




or ask for other kinds of information. 



o 
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APPENDIX C 

Guide to Acconpany 
OVERVIEW OF THE /ffi.'lE VISIT CYCLE f-WDULE 

by 

Gordon E. Green-v-ood 

Instructions: Folio., a.ong ,.ith tho vi.do-ta.e by reading the material below a. 
It appears on the tape. 

Objectives of Module: '''' 

l.^^Leamer can list, in order, the three steps involved in the home visit 

the hLT:Li?"cy':i::^''' ^^•^•^'^^^^^^ - ^-^^ ^tep of 

■ of thth^:: visit^'cje"'-'' ''"^ '''''''''' - --nd step 

4. Learner can describe the third step of the home visit cycle. 
The Florida Folio. Through Model is one of several federally- funded experi- 
mental programs that attenpts to change the Hnd of educational experience that 
children from low-incoT.e backgrounds receive during their first four years CK-3) 
of schooling* 

In the Florida Wbdol, the emphasis is on changing tae kind of educational 
experience that the child receives at home as veil as at school. T..o adults, 
usually mothers fro,. low-incon,e backgrounds, are trained to work in the class- 
room with the teacher as a tea.. These adults, called parent educators", also 
Visit the hoks of the children in the classroom weekly in order to teach an 
enrichment tyj>, learning activity called a ■.'task" to the child's mother, who 
later teaches it to the child. 

Before the parent educator makes a home visit, she plans for the visit with 
the teacher and assists her in preparing the task that is taken into tl.e home. 
The next week the parent educator helps the mother evaluate the effect of last 
week's task on the child and brings in a .ew task... Information that the parent 
educator receives during the homo visit is .hen fed into the next teacher- parent 
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educator pl^„i,„e conference. Thus, a definite cycle of events is involved in 
making home visits. 

Each h„,r,e visit can be broken down Into a cycle of three steps: (i) the 
teacher and parent educator plan for the ho.e visit; f2) the parent educator 
.akes the ho.e visit; (3) the mother later teaches the task^ to the child. 
cycle then begins again as the teacher and parent educator evaluate the last 

one at a tiue, and breah each do,™ into the activities that are involved. 

First, When the teacher and parent educator plan for a hone visit, theyr 

(a), review the last ho^e visit and discuss any problems that the parent educator 
.ay have encountered (especially useful in this process is an instrument called 
the Parent Educator Weekly Report (PBWR) that the parent educator fills out after 
each ho.e visit,; (b, select and/or build the next task that is to be taken into 
the Child's ho„e. The teacher then (c, teaches and denonstrates the task to the 
parent educator in the sa.e banner that she desires the parent educator to teach 
xt to the .other. This is followed by (d) the parent educator .caching the task 
back to the teacher (,,ho role-plays the .other,, ^e teacher helps the parent 

educator examine both her tearhinc tt^o^k^^. ji ^. 

ner .eachxng nathods and her understanding of the content 

of the task. 

Now let's watch a teacher and a parent educator as they plan for a ho.o 
Visit. Watch the video-tape for ex.,ples of the four activities inv Led in the 
first step of the home visit cycle. | 

second step in the hone visit cycle is for the parent educator to „ake 

educator engages in the following activities, (a, she obtains info^ation fro» 
the .other on how last week's task went when th. .other taught it to the child 



(The parent educator also obtains certain ho^e-school and general information 
■ fro. the .other that I., .ot .hown i„ this .odule.) (b) The parent educator 
teaches and demonstrates this veek's task to the mother in the same way that 
sho desires for the nother to teach it to the child. This is done by having 
the mother role-nlay the child as the oarent educator teaches her the task. 
(0 The mother then teaches the task back to the parent educator who role.plays 
the child. 

Now lot's watch the parent educator as she makes her home visit. See if 
=he follows the plan, that she and the teacher made earlier. Watch the video- 
tape for examples of the three activities involved in the second step of the 
home visit cycle. 

The third . tep in the home visit cycle, .„d one that the teacher and parent 
educator seldom get to observe directly, is the mother teaching the task to the 
child. Watch now as the mother teaches the task to the child. See if the m.other 
seems to understand the task and teaches it in the manner, that the parent educator 
taught it to her. .Vatch the video-tape for an example of the third step of the 
home visit cycle. 

The home visit cycle begins aU over again at the ne.« teacher-parent educator 
Plar.ning conference when th.y evaluate the home visit that we saw earlier and plan 
together for the next one. All the activities Involved in the hot,e visit cycle are 
repeated weekly since h child's home is visited each week. 

NOW turn to the next page and, see if you are able to answer the questions that 
rou win find ,here. If not, please go back and view agar,, those parts of the 
module related to the questions that you are unable to answer. 
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Evaluation; Please answer the following questions. 

1. List, in order, the three stops involved in the hor,e visit cycle. 
(1) 
(2) 
C3) 

visii'cycfe! ''-''^''''^ involved in the first step of the hoac 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Sis'uc'vc!!:! '""^^^-^ =^^-d step of the ho.e 

0) 
(2) 
(3) 



4. Describe the third st^p in the home visit cycle. 



APPI:NDIX C 



Guide to Accowpanv 
Teaaior-Parent liducator lionie Visit Planning Conference 

ill the 

Florida Follow Tiirough }-r..gram Module 
by 

Gordon H, Greenwood 

Objective: Learner can describe the four activities of tl>e Teacher Parent 
Eaucator ilonje Visit Planning Conference 

Tlie Florida Follow Through Model is one of several federally-funded 
experimental programs that attenuDts to diange the kind of educational 
experience that children fro:n lo'./-incoF,e backgrounds receive durin^^ their 
first four years (K-3) of schooling. 

In the Florida Model, tlie emphasis is on changing the kind of educa^ 
tional experienc:e that tne child receives at ho:r.e as u-ell as at school. Two 
adults, usually mothers from lou-inconie backgrounds, are trained to work in 
the classroom w.itii the teacher as a team. Those . adults , called "parent 
educators," visit tlie lion^es of the ddldren in tlie classroom weekly in order 
to teaci, an enrichment type learning activity called a "task- to the child's 
niot»ier, who later teaches it to tlie child. 

At least three kinds of planning between the teacher and the parent 
educator are essential for tlie parent educator to be able to effectively per- 
form her classroom and horae visit activities: (1) planning for home visits; 
(2) building new tasks to be taken into tlie liome; (3) planning for classroom 
activities. All three kinds of planning are likely to require five hours or 
ir^ore af planning tijne per wo^k. Tids module will focus only on the first 
kind of planning: planning for a home v.' sit. 

Four activities are involved when a teacher and a parent educator plan 
for a liome visit, Ti-.ey: (1) review tiie lasrhome visit and discuss any 
proulems tnat tno parent educator may uave encountered (especially useful in. 



^tnis process is an instrument called t;;e Parent Educator Weekly Report (PhV.'k) 
tliat tlie parent educator fills out after eacii home visit; the PBVR will be 
discussed in dstail in another nodule,); (2) select the next task that is to 
be taken into tae duld's home. Often the teacher and parent educator build 
a new task, althougii that activity is not shown in this module. The teacher 
taen (5) teacJies ap.d denoustrates the task to tiie parent educator in the 
same manner tiiat sue desires t.ie parent educator to teach it to the mother. 
Ti.is' is followed by (4) the parent educator teaching the task back to the 
teacher (v.'ho role-plays tlie mother). Tae teaciier Telps the parent educator 
examine both her teaching metiiods and iier understanding of the content of the 
task. 

Now let's watch a teacaer and a parent educator as they plan for a 
home visit. 

Tiie teaciier and the parent educator will begin by reviewing the last 
Home visit aiid will discuss any problens tliat tiie parent educator may have 
encountered in teaching the task to the mother. During the conference, the 
teacher refers to tiie' Parent Educator Weekly Report (P£'7R) that the parent 
educator, who is seated on tlie rigiit of your screen, fills out after each home 
visit. 

The second thing taat the teaciier and tiie parent educator will do is 
^3lect the next task that is to oe taken into the ciiild's home. Tliey will 
attempt to select a task tiiat is appropriate for the individual child. 

After selecting an appropriate task, the teacher will teach and 
demonstrate tue task to the parent educator in the same najuier that she 
desires tne parent educator to teach it to tiie mother. 
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Aftur tno tuaciior shows the; parent educator i>ow to tcacli tho task to 
tiie inotlicr, tna parent educator t\wn tofidiGs it bnck to tiie teaciier wlio role- 
pluys tne mother. In tiiis way, tho toaciior can determine whcthur tiio parent 
educator undyrsJtanUs botn tne content of tho task and the teaching behaviors 
tiiat are apiiropriate in tcaciiinij the content. 

unci day soon after the planning session, tho parent educator will 
Visit tif^ iiomu, teacn ti.c task to tne niothGr, fill out the PEl/R, and briefly 
report back to the teacher ho\/ tJie honio visit want. All of this infonnation 
will then ue fad into tna next planning session prior to the parent educator 
visiting that particular lionie. 

Evaluatipn: 

1. JescriDc tii© four activities Involved in tJie teacher-parent 
educator iiome visit plar,niii|;t conferonce. . 

(1) ■ ■ 

C2) . 

C3) 
C4) 

2. Uole-play with anotjior person tiie activities involved in planning 
for a home visit. i & 



3. kole-play a planning session .again, but this time video-tape the 
performance imd co:.,paro it to tlie module tape. 



ERIC 



/ 



APPENDIX D 



Alachua County 
Task No. 2080 



Where People Live 



To allow the child to talk about the different kinds of houses 

SWiat? TTie attached sheets showing various houses. 

lo lforat'a'ir?hl\t=.\"" '° £SH» Allow the cMM 

2. Ask himr Suppose you were invited to visit one of th^^^ 
houses, which one would you like to stay in? Jhyf 

3. Why do people live in mud houses? 

4. Could you tell me why people live in stilt housds? 

5. What two houses are the most alihe? 

live sn^;3ers^sr%?:jn^,i,n," iTuTiitiTrr^ 

livesf Wave hin, compare/contrast other things about their 



FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



I. 
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APPENDIX D Alachua County 

Task No. 

BANKING 

my7 This task will help your child gnin knovaedge in the precisencss of 

banking and the importance of accuracy In simple arithmetic. It will 
also help to give addition and subtraction practice. 

!-/hat? 1. Check blank? C^-S) 5. Pen or pencil 

2. Deposit blanks (3) fi. Scratch paper 

3. Paper money ($100) 7. Check Record Sheet 

4. Loose coins Cattached) 

How? 1. Explain to the child that you are Hoinfl to show him the proner way 

to Wite checks and deposit slips. Give samples to the child. 'Begin 
with the set of figures that follow for the first deposit slip and 
the first check- t i 

a. Give him $51.10 in money (papor and coin). Have him count 
- the money and record the total on the deposit slip under 

bills and coins. 

b. Give him checks that you have v/ritten in advance to list 
sepaTately on the deposit slip. 

c. Ask him to total the figures, check himself, and make his 
deposit. (You can be the bank teller.) 

2. Ask him- 

Why do you think bills, checks and coins are listed separately? 
Why do you think. an account number Is needed at the top of 
the slip? 

Can you puess why a receipt of a deDosit slip is always given 
back to the depositor? 

3. Show a sample blank check to the child. Point out each line of the 
check. Have your child fill out the check. Say, "Can you tell why a 
date is necessary? r.'hy is the amount written in words and in nimbers? 
itfhy must you sign your checks the same way?" 

What then? 1. Discuss the advantage and disadvantaRes of using a checking account, 
or 

What else? 2. Have child make out a deposit slip with entries of his own choice 
and write checks "on his bank account" to places of his choice. Keep 
a record of deposit and checks to see that he doesn't overdraw. 
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APPENDIX D 



Alachua County 
Task No. 0254 



Home Safety Check 

Your cliild will have the opportunity to review with you some 
■ basic principlos of safety. He will liave the opportu^iity to 
help make his homo safer, 

!'/hat? Attached checklist pencil. 

How? 1. Tell your child this will be an activity coneeming safety 

practices he has been discussing in school. Explain that 
you will discuss safety ideas first and then proceed throuph 
the house and determine if your home Is as safe as it could be. 

2. Discuss home safety, using such questions as: 

ivnat types of safety rules shouid we use In the kitchen? 
|/hat are some things we can do to prevent fires in our heme' 
l/hat can be used to put out kitchen fires? 
I'/liy is electricity dangerous and how can we protect 

ourselves from shocks? 
I'/hat safety rules should we keep in mind if we have younF 

children in our house? ^ b 

3. Next, look at the checklist. Co over the topics listed 
Discuss the possibilities of accident, if some of the items 
are not found to be safe In the house. Go with your child 
around the house and check the list. CarVSu-thlHroFW 
more things to add to the check list? Vftat things could you 
do to improve the safety of your home? 



I'/hat else? 



1. Create a plan for a family fire drill. Everyone should 
know how to leave the house from each room they might be in. 

2. Create a first aid kit for accidents that could happen. 
(Use an en^ty shoe box.) Have the child explain to the 
tamiiy the contents and use of the contents of the kit 



HOME SAFETY LIST 



Kitehen 



Pot holders available 

Pot handles turned inward on stove ~ 
Sharp knives kept separatel>^ in a safe place 
Spills wiped up immediately to avoid falling 
Towels and curtains far enough from stove " 

to keep froni catching fire 
Fire extinguisher handy ^ — _ 
Cleaning fluid, poisons out of reach of small 

chi Idran 



Bathroom 



No electric heater, radio or fan here to 

cause a shock_ 

All medicines marked plainly ^~ 



First aid materials available 
Garage 



Sharp tools in safe place 
No oily rags lying around 



Gas can has a place to allow air in 
(to avoid e?cplosion) 



Electricity 

No electric cords running undtr rugs 
No frayed electric cords 
No more than 3 appliances plugged into 
a double socket 



Precautions made for wearing tennis shoes 
around a washing machine (to avoid shock) 

A cord or plastic chain is attached to 
any metal chain-pull 

if'-; 

o ■ 
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Alachua County 
Task No. OS 21 



IVhy? 



Reinembering 

This wiJl help the child to relate objects with their relative 
positions to each gther. It will also helo the child to attend 
to cues which may help hiiu with recall. 



What? home n-aterials Csuch as: pencils. pen.i. books, rulers, items 

of interest to the child, etc.) 



ufTj placing S or 6 objects en a table in front of the 
Child. Allow hiin time to observe tho objects. Mow ask him 
to close his eyes. Ifliile his eyes are closed rearrange the 
objects on the table. Have the child open his eyes and ask 
him if he can arrange the objects the way they were before 
£3ive the child aa much time as he needs. ' 

2. As the child is rearranging the objects, ask hin how he 
knows where the object went - what does he remenbar about 
the original arrangement that has helped him to replace the 
obiocts. If he does not arranoe thein correctly, shew hin 
how they had been arranged and discuss possible cues he 
might have used to remeniber. Repeat this -with the sane 
number of objects, but a different arrangement. 

3. Incr- , th; number of items as hi is able to replace 
cai.i gre- ojjects correctly. 

What^then? 1 . «nd your child may look thr ough majjazines and find 

I'fliat £, w '^^^^ magazine and see how 

l/hat else? rauch yo^r cnild can tell vo« about die picture and what 

neiped him remeinber those things. 

2. You may wish to have your child tell you as much as he 
can a^ut a raovie,^story, television prosrain. etc. that you 
have just seen or hoard. ' 
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Alachua Coun'tv 
Task No. 0203 



How? 



I'thnt Did You Obsorve? 

T.V. or radio or. newspaper or magnzine, paper, pencil. 
1. Listen ahd/or watch your chalrfu fawrsT^^^^ ^ \f 

^^mj''^' ^^ ^^^^ lik ?"fr end Id • 

papar! ^^^^ ^"'^/^^ '^««rd on separate sheets of 

be p?a«2" ^wJ/"' JP'"" ^" "^^°"P^ Can the items 

woiMri ««Y .J \ ^ Qpnearod on the proRram? imich items 

would go in the bofiinnins group, middle grou„, ending group^ 



then? 1, 



Change the order of ovents in the prograr, anfmake a new progra,.. 
Iro^^'^''' ^-era.s, .aga.ine articles, radio 

overTtSolS ^ ~ '''' »^ Child .ateh 
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ALACHUA COlJfvTY 
Task No. 0.142 



T.V. - SClENCn - [lOON WALK 



■•''hy? To help the child distinnuish between situations or things that are 

real and those thnt are not. 



What? 



How? 



iMagaEines, toy prehistoric animals or pictures of nrehistoric animals 
pictures of astronauts, ' ' 



1. Watch a tolevision profrram with your child and then discuss the 
pronram. Ask your child what kind of prograi,i it was. Could what 
happened in the proorani happen in real life situations? IVhat might 
have been a bettor or more realistic ending? 

1, Show your child toy prehistoric animals or pictures of them Cthe 
pictures may bo drawn or cut from mafTazines) . Ask him: "Is'hat is the 
first thing you think of when you look at these animals? Did these 
animals really live here on earth? How lonn ago? Do they still exist? 
Hov; do you know? 

3. Show your child pictures of astronauts or let him find some in 
magazines. Talk about how aitronauts dross. Ask him- "Do you think 
that their space suit is really necessary? lYhy? What were some of 
the things the astronauts did when they were on the moon? How does 
this compare with stories you've read or seen in comic books or 
movies?" 



then? 1. Watch and talk about a variety of television programs such as 

or family shows, detective programs, movies, wildlife shows, etc. 
Wliat else? 

. 2. Talk about different things that you see, hear or read about. 

■. Are these things realistic? 
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this study became more apparent. At the first ?ollov/-Thro^U3h 
parent meeting (PAC - Parent Advisory Comrnittee) saveral 
parents made Qomments or asked quastions which indicated 
that the Parent Educator V/eakly Report (PEVfR) was not elici- 
ting valid evaluatory information on the program , Thesfe 
parantB indicatsd that either the Parant Educator filled 
out the form after the visit and without diractly asking for 
their rasponse, or that if she did ask thoir reaction, they 
felt that they should ansv/er with what'tha PE or prograin 
administrators vmntcd to hear in order not to foul up the 
program results or hurt the Parent Educator's feelings. 

II # Development of the Quostionaire 

Recaivlng Its impetus from theso two sourcaoi the study 
v/as begun v/hen Dr. Gordon called upon Mre 3x11 Burke and 
myself to develop a quistionaire for this purpose and carry 
out a ramdom survey of parental responses to that question-- 
aire. For the next several months Bill Burke worked out a 
saries of. about 40 questions. My involvemGnt v/as peripheral 
at this time, consisting of only a fav/ short conversations 
with inr» Burke on v/hat should be included in the questions* 
Thenp at the begiming of Spring quarter » 1972, I met v/ith 
him to reviev/ the questions. At that time I made several 
suggestions for additional questions and together we threv/ 
out several questions, Mrt Burke and I then met v/ith Dri 
Gordon in order to get his recommendations as to what needed , 
to be dona to complete the questionairai These suggestions 
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PAHINTAL ATTITUDES TOmRD THE , 
FOLLOV/-THROUGH PROGRAM 

Introduction 

Alachua County in cpordination with the University of 
Florida has implemented an experimental parent educator - 
home model of tha Follow-Through Program in grades K - 6 
in two elomontary schools, Sidney Lanier and Lake Forest. 
A total of lif clasaas Cone in each grade) is involved. Each 
class haa tv/o para-prof ossionals from the community, who 
in addition to working in the clasoroom, go into each home 
on a weekly basis with homo-learning materials or taaks 
designed to involvo the parent in the Gducation of his child 
and to improve classroom education through an inGreased 
knowledge of a child and hio home, 

I. Juatification foi^ the Study 

Tha need' for further avaluation of parental attitudes 
toward the Follow-Through Program originated in rssponae to 
two factors. During Pall quarter, I971 at the University 
of Florida, Dr. Ira Gordon involved mGmbers of his EDP 6^+0 
class in both control ttnd Follow-Through classrooms. At 
thie time, sever til students exprasgfd doubts that families 
of such divorse backgrounds (widely varying aconomlc, social, 
educational, racial , Qte. differences) would bo equally re. 
sponsive to the program. Then, early in 1972, the need for 



. were follov/ed through and the questionaira '.vas approved at 
a subnequent meeting vdtHDr* Gordon. A copy of the final 
questionaire is included in the Appendix. 

• 

Illi Sampling Proceduro 

The 1^ classes involved in the program includa ^23 child- 
rarii Of this totalp 27^ homes ara above the poverty level 
B.na lk9 are below tht poverty lovel. The ratio of above 
pDvarty levol to belov/ poverty level homes was found to ba 
2 to 1 within each classroom as v/ell as within the total san- 
pie. 

The sample v/as chosen randomly (using a random nunbar tab! 
v/ithln each of the elasoerj as \?oll as by economic level (23 
groupo). A sample size of ^2 (lOpI of tha total population) 
was chosen as well as a comparablQ alternato (school, grade, 
economic level) for aaeh member of the original sample. This 
sample of. 42 ponsisted of 2 above povorty level children 
and 1 belov/ poverty lavel child from every class, 

Mr. John Soduatruin provided the ■Qlaso listB and also. work- 
ad with ma on the sampling procedure itself i 

IV, IntGrim Methodology 

Bafore the queationairo could ba taken into the home, ' 
approval for the otudy had to bo obtained from several oourcc: 
Mr, iBwkQ and Dr. Oordon approached Dr. Gordon Graemvood, ' 
who provided the final approvcil from the proeram administrtoz s 
Mr, Burka and I nlao mot with Mra, Dot Sterling to obtain 
her approval and "any raQominondationa she might have. Juct 
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prior to initiating the inttryiev.*St Bill Burko and I vioited 
v/ith the BOhool principals at the two schools to make sura 
that they v/era v/ell informed about the study, to provide 
them v/ith a^copy of the a^uestionaire, and to obtain their 
approval i 

It was also nacessary to go into the schools in order to 
gat addresses, phone numbers and the race of the sample mam* 
berSfl Part of this information v/as taken from Parent Educatorls 
repor.tB given to Mrs a Sterling and inforTnation on another 
group of Qhildren v/as obtained from school schedule cards • 

V. Field; intGrviews 

Prior to visiting the random sample of homes , an appoint* 
ment vms made vdth each parent by phone* In order to be 
sure' that the parGnts underGtood v/hat the questionaire was 
fort who was responsible for ; the evaluation and most important'* 
ly, triat it v;ould bo confidontial. Bill Burke and I devised: 
a standard guide for the calls (see AppendiK) , Three persons 
besides myoelf v/ara involved in making appointments and car- 
rying out the intarviows, Mrs, Janet Spangler, Mrs, Sharon 
McRay and Mrs, Eraogeno Lee were briefed on the appointment 
and interview procedures as v^ell as on the ■quistionaire itBslf 
in two meetingo vdth Mr, Burke and I, Each interviewer was 
also provided an introductory letter signed by Dr. Gordon 
(see Appendix) • 

The home intorviewB were carried out ovor a two week period 
from Kay 12 to May 26, A non-parametric otatiatical analysis 



will. be completed during the first weeks of 'Summtr Quarter, 
1972. Hov/ever, a fsv/ of the more obvious results are dis- 
cussed bolowi 

YI, Preliminary Results 

From visiting in about one-fourth of the homes, and from 
reading all ^2 questionairea , I got several distinct iinpras- 
sions about parental fQclmgB toward the program, Figurea 
citad.ara simply rough tallias made to subotantiate the im- 
pressions -v/hich I iminediately roceived from , the lntervle\vs. 

Approximately half of those parents Interviewed were un- 
abla to VGrbalize any goals for the program or were very 
•confucffid as to what the goals might be. Llany of these parunt 
also indicatod in the first question with ragard to their 
initial roactions to the program, that they had not under- 
stood what the program was in the beginning. Undoubtedly, 
the orlontation for the program did not rea'ch all parentr, 
or if it did, it v/as insufficiently explained. 

Generally the parents were favorable toward the prograrn. 
The excoptions wore a fow families which were economically 
and/or educationally above average, who in general complained 
that their cnlld could not profit from the taeks, that they 
were inaultod by the simplicity of the taoks, or that tho 
particular Parent Educator who visited their home was irro- 
sponaible or too under-oducatod, Even among thooc parentu 
favoring tnu procram, there wero several more who oomraented 
on the lack of renponoibility shown by their Parent Educator. 



Usually this irresponDlbility was evidenced by Parent Edu- 
cators v/ho made appointments and then failed to come (and 
didn't call to cancel) or particularly in the last few. months , 
Parent Educators who didn't coma or call at all, ' 

Parents were cbnaistently willing to have someone from 
the school corae to their home on a regular basis, Saveral 
parentSj howoveri indicated that twice monthly or even onee 
raonthly would be mori satisfactory. Approximately one-third 
of the saraplo indiQated that they would prefar the Parent 
Educator be from the same socio-economic baokground as they 
were from. Somewhat fewer were concerned that the PE be 
from the same neighborhood. Only one parent indicated that 
she felt the PE had no place in the clasGroom and one more 
vyas undecided on this point, ■ 

Quite' a sizable number of parents considered many tasks 
too simple for their children partiGularly at the beginning. 
Several parents made auggegtions for the type tasks they " 
would like to see moro or less of and a few parents recomriiended 
new types of questions which thay would like to see included. 
These suggostiona will ba fully considerad in the final ana- 
lysis to be .done this summer , 

Over. two-thirds of the sampled parents did not feel that 

the program had changed the ways in which they taught their 
way 

Child in any^other than that they had workod together on the 
taok. Most parents did, however, feel that the program had 
helped their child, in school either socially and/or educationally 
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At least half of tho parents surveyed either had no idea 
that the Follow-Through parent meetings existedr or I'f thoy 
v/ere av/aro of thesB meetinga, they v/ere never notified v/hen 
one was to be hold. 

Although the sample was stratified according to socio- 
econornic class (abova or below poverty level) and although ' 
records v/ero kept on racai on the v,'hole the results seem to 
similar for all gi'^oups* A more than proportionato peroentage 
of below poverty level parents Vr-ere unfamiliar with the pro- 
gram's goals' and a larger, that proportionata percQntage of the 
abovn poverty level faniilios felt that the program had in 
no v/ay effected their horao-teaching methods, Within the 
black sample, there wero no unfavorable responaes to the 
program, whereas with the white samplo there were sevtsral 
parents vehernonantly opposed to somo aspect of the progran. 

All parents seeiiiad to be q.uite open and honest in their 
appraisal of the program, Several oommented that they had 
not known who to go to in order to discuas sufgestions, pro- 
•blems or oriticismo Involving the program. A number of parents 
were obviously ploased to have a ohanco to make ^heir opinion 
iinown (both positive and negative). . 

Although it is difficult to generalize the results in any 
one opnoise abatement, it can be said that the evaluation 
did reveal that paronts consistently approvod of the program 
« in theory, but there were some who felt that in actual prt'.c- 
tico, the program wai? not being carried out Batisfactorily or 
. as planned , . a 

■ ■ ■ ■ • ■ ,■■ ■ ■ • : I 
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VII. Fineil Results 
Introduction 

Because the sample was stratified according to school 
as v,cn as by economic level, and since a record was ke.t 
as to the race of the sample neabers; the data lends itself 
to several comparisons. The »ost preliminary and basic' com- 
parison can be nade by considering the total number of yeses 
on, any one question as compared to the total naVoer" of 
noes and undecided responses (on those questions whose answers 
can be tallied) . 

Within each school, the 21 responses tc the.e ,uosttons 
can also be tallied yes or no, m addition these ai responses 
can be bro).en down into yes/nc responses fro™ the 14 parent^ 
above the poverty level as compared to those from the 7 pa- 
onts below the poverty level, and can be even further broker 
<iown into yes/no responses from white or blaC: parents within 
each econoinic level, - 

Just as such a breaMown can be considered within e=ch 
school,. totals across the entire sanple can be determined^ ' 
for above and below povertv l=voi * 

po.cr.y level parents as well as for black 
and wnite parent.. All of these totals are presented in 
Table I on the ne- page. Those questions which yield the 

most important r. ta v;m ,i • 

uill be cUscussad fully in the noxt 

row pagQs. 

^ several Of 'the questions as,= these parents cannot be 

--red as yielding positive/ne.ative or yes/no results, and 

questions will be considered' separately .t the end of 
this section. 



Pages 9, 10 and 11. have been omitted as 
they do not pertain to this report. 
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Discussion of the ResultB 

Based on the responaeo obtained in numbers a and 2 of 
the questionalre, it can be said that the general parent ■ 
reactions to the program as, a vmole are positive. Of the 
total sample of 42, n parents expressed favorable views of 
the program' and 8 verbalized negative views (#2).' The other 
2 parents wore undtoided. Of those parents responding posi- 
■ tively. there v^ro a slightly larger than proportionate number 
Of below the poverty level families. Whereas the- ratio of 
above to below poverty level families was 2 to 1 in the total 
sample, 12 below poverty level parents responded positively 
to number 2 as compared, to 20 abova the poverty level positive 
responses. As would be eKpectsd, the trend reverses itself, • 
although to an even groater extent, with the negative reactions 
to the program. A larger than proportionate number of above 
poverty level parents - six, responded negatively, as! compared 

to only 2 negative reoponsss from below the poverty level 
parents. 

There were 2? white and 13 black parents in the total ^ 
sample,- a ratio of 2.23 to 1. There were however, only 19 
positive responses fron, white parents as oo:npared to 13 poai- 
tive respon.es fro. blaok parents. : white parents responded 

negatively 0 tim^*^ ppH ki-^i^ j. 

- y times .nd bi.ck parents gave no negative responses. 

interestingly enough, totals from the two schools we^e ^ 
identical, with 16 positive and ^ negative responses at eaoh. ' 

An an.ly.io of th. ^varall ro.pon.es:to the entir./ . . 
tionair. by the 8 P--t« who responded noeativoly' toward th. 
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program indicates that they can bo grouped into 3 clacEsc. 
Three parentc, although they responded necativsly, indicLted 
that they would want their children to remain in the prorr;i:n. 
Two othor parento indicated that their ohildren considered 
the tasks homework. ' One of these 2 parents also svorkod ana 
felt that all her spare time should be spent with her entirs 
family and not with 1 child, in soma school related activity. 
Tho third class contained 3 parents who expressed an intense^ 
diseatisfaQtion with the tasks and m^^i . the particular Parent / 
Educator with whom they worked. 

Seven of the 8. negative respondants considered the tanks 
111-suitGd to their child. Five of these parents expressed; 
some diaaatisfaction with the Parent Educator because she 
laokod a sense of responsibility, and 3 of these 5 parents ■ 
also felt their particular Parent Educator lacked the educa- 
tional qualifications to work in the program. 

Almost 80^ (32) of those parents contacted wanted their 
children to renmin in the prograni (#8). Five parints were ■ 
unsure and only 5 parents or about lOjS of the sample did' not 
want their child to continue. The 32 parents who responded 
yes to this question were not however, the same 32 who reacted 
poaitively to the program as a. whole, This has already been 
shosm since 3 of the 8 parents who disliked the prosram itself. 
■ere among those parents who wanted their child to continue in 



w 
it. 



Of tho 10 parents who either reoponded no or undecided -0 
question 0, all but 1 were abovo the poverty level and all 
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were white. Rpoponnes freni the two schools are also nigra - 
■ fioant. Four parents froni Sidney Lanier v/anted thbir child 
.dropped frofl the program whereas dnly 1 frori Lake Forest 
■indicated this. Howaver, another 4 parentG at Lake Forest ' 
ware undecided as compared to only 1 from Sidney Lanier. 

Of the 5 parents responding that the program was not 
for thoir child, only 1 felt that it would not be useful to 
continue it for other children. 

One of the more significant findings of the; quest ionaire 
comes as a dlraot result of question number 3. ' Eighteen, 
of the parents asked to verbalize the goals of the progran 
either aaid they' didn't know or merely said that they hoped 
that it would continue. Another 10 parents tried to state 
some goal, but their responoe indicated that they had a defi- 
nite misunderstanding of what the actual goals were. Among 
these misunderstood goals were statement s such as Ho improve ' 
reading skllls"orHo take the load off the teachert ^ 

Seven parents also Indicated in number 1 that they com- 
pletely misunderstood the program in the beginning. One 
mother said that her child had a birth defect, and she was 
usedto "new technique^" being tried on her. Another parent 
thought that her son was Involved because he was m slow learner. 

Considaring the results of number 3 when broken down 
by school, econornic' level and race indicates that parents ' 
from both schools were equlvalently uninformed on the progran^'s 
goals, and that parents from below the poverty level as will 
as black parents wero moro uninformed than would have been'truo; 
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in a proportionate "difstribution, (see Table I, ,-f3 for tho 
, exact figures) . ~ ■ . ; 

These 28 parents \vho gave responses v/hich shov/ed a Isss 
than adequate understanding of the program coriprise almo.'st 
70yi of the total sampla of 42, and Indicate that presently 
one of the- most severs drav/tackB to the prograjn is its orlcn- 
* tatioft. 

Fpllow Through parents v/ere almost unanimoiis in their 
agrsement that the Parent Educator Berved several valid pur- 
poses in the clasaroom (^ii-) , Only one parent felt that the 
Parent Educator definitely should not work part time in the 
school, Vi'ith one exception, that the tv/o parents who respcndec 
negativGly to number i|-a were both v.-hite and from abovo the 
poverty level, there were no great differences in economic 
level, race and school on this point. 

Thirty psr cent of those parents surveyed indicated 
that they would prefer that the Parent Educatoj; be from the 
same socio-economic background as they were from ■(#6), . The 
most significant differences here were between parents froni " 
the two different schools. Over 3 to 1, the parents from ' 
Lake Forest were more concerned that the PE be from the same 
socid-economic level. Ten Lake Forest parents, 6 from above 
the poverty level said yes , whereas only 3 Sidney Lanier par cat. 
with 2 of these 3 from below the poverty level prefered PE's 
from the same or similar Bocio-economio- level. For the total 
Dample, 5 of the 13 parents were black slightly more than 
would be expected. Likewise 9 of tho 13 paronto wore from rA-^v. 
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the poverty loval - just over the expected 2 to 1 ratio, 

Scinev,-hat fewer parents v;ere concerned that the Parent 
Educator be from the same neighborhood (?^5) , , Eight parents 
indicated that this was their preference - 5 from Lake .Forest 
and 3 from Sidney Lanier.- The differencoG betv/een parenta 
of the 2 economic levels v;ao very cloBe to proportionate, 
but the 4 black and white parents v^ho expressGd their con- 
cern indicate a much greater than proportionate number of 
yes responses from balck parents In the sample. 

/ilthough it is hoped. that one of the primary results 
of the Pollow Through program will be the development of a ' 
closer working relationship between the home (parents) and 
the school (#10), the reoponseB of the parents in this survey 
indicate that perhaps just the opposite result is being obtained 
Sixty percent of the sample said that the program had not 
improved their relationship. Since this quQGtion required 
.only a yes/no re sponoe, it is difficult to determine ' If the 
relationship had remained the smne or lessened ? or more impor- 
tantly, to determine the reasons behind the 25 no responDes, 
Eight parents who responded no made some additional oomjiient 
which was noted on the ciueationairo. Three of " these parents 
said that they had always maintained such a relationship with 
their child's school. Throe others indicatod that for some 
reason (work, many other children, ate.) they were unable to 
do these things and the other two said that they worked with 
the school loss. Of these two parents, one rosponded that 
whereas ahb- previously vioitsd the school often in order to 



iknov/ how and v/hat her child v/as doing, she now dapended on 
the PE to keep her infonned a comir'Snt certainly v^drth 
additional considGration. 

A much more than proportionalte number of v/hite | . above 
the poverty level parents responded no to this ques 
Parents from the two schools respondsd sinilarly (see Tabble 
I for the figures) » 

V/ithout exception^ every parent intervisv^^ 
the school and home chould work together to.educate their 
child iiflZ), Howevor, only 38 of the 42 parents felt that 
thoy actually v/ere a partner vdth the school with regard to 
their ehild^s learning OilS). The tv/o parento who reDpondod 
that they did not sharG the responsibility of teaching their 
child v/ere Lake Forest, v/hite parentiu from above the poverty 
level • 

Questions 11, 13 i and 14 obtained similar resultsV Exact 
figures can be obtained in Table I , but to summarise brieflyj 
In response to number 11, 35 parents felt that the Gehool 
had a better underatandins of their child as a learner. Blackj 
below the poverty levQl parents responded yes to this questioh 
more frequently than would have been Qxpacted from thier dis^ 
tribution in the sample, Pour parento, all of v/hom were above 
the poverty level and v/hite responded negatively, 

Thirty-two parents believed that the program had imprcvcd 
their underDtanding of how their child- vras expected to por- 
form in academic areas (vl3). Again the Gample was biased • : 
townrd the black, below the poverty level parents, ^ In addivion 
Lake Pornat . parent^3 ronpondiid favorably more froquontly thon 
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SidnGy Lanier parsntfj. With a similar trend to-.vard nore 
froqvjont rGfjponno from Lake Forust, blfick and/or bwlov/ the 
po'/orty lovol parc-ntij althou,-;h to a lennor do^roo, 3^ par^nty 
anrec'd that they were learning more about their child from 
the PIS and tha toachor as a result of the program Hov/ 
this viB.fi effacted by the program beoomQa more obvious in nuni- 
ber Zk v/hore the moat frefiuont responsQ eg to what parents 
and Parent Educators diBOussed .apart from tht tacko was the 
child his social and emotional adaptation, behavior and 
academic v/ork in the clBSBroom, 

Seventeen parents f or ^0;S of the sample, had never been 
notified about the Follow Through- parent me&tings. Of these 
17 parents, 11 did not know that such parent meetings exiGted 
(.#16, 17)4 Those 11 parents who did not know- svare heavily 
biased toward the below the poverty level families with perhaiis 
a slightly more than proportionate nuinbcr of whltQ parento 
responding in the negative. nesponsGs from the two schools 
were similar. 

Parents were conBiGtontly willing (one parent axcepted) 
to have someone from the Qchool vioit their home= (r/19) ♦ Kloven 
of theae 4l parento did not want any vioits to be made at the 
school, Another I5 said either home or school would be fine. 
The majority of theae parents were willing for home visits to 
be made on a regular basis (,/20) . Only 3, white, above the 
poverty level families were not willing. to recQiVQ FH's regu- 
larly, Several parGntn, howover, preferred that there bs fcw-;r 
home visits. Five parontR sugi^eated every other week and ar.D- 
ther 3 fjUf3seoted once per month. 



Question- 21, 22 and 23 dr-alt with cornnunicati ons bf!- 
tweon the toachor, and p-arent and results v/sre similar fcr 

iill ,3. In nurnbGr 21, 3 par^ntn;, ull from bidnBy Lanier ( --.nd 
all '.vhite) felt that they had trouble cornmunicat ing with thoir 
particular Parent Educator, One parent, also from Uidney Lani& 
had a coL-^rnunication problem v/ith his child's teach-sr (/r'22) . 
In response to number 23, only 1 Sidney Laniar parent indicated 
that the Pi: and/or teachor had difficulty communicating with 
them. Another 3 parents howover considered thGrnselves unable 
to answer the question. 

Every parent at Sidney Lanier and 17 of the 21 parents 
at Lako Forest indicated in reBpontss to nu-bor 25 that thay 
conaidered themaolveB teachsrs of thsir ohildren. The 4 rnrant: 
from Lake Foreat v;ho responded no to this Ciueotion were 3 to 1 
above tho. povarty lav elj whit 0 parents, 

A Qupplernentary portion of quDstion niLmbGr 25, part b, 
dGtermined that over 70^"S of tho sampled parents did not fr;nl 
that the profiram had changsd the ways in which they taught 
their child in any way other than that thty had worked together 
on the tasks. Eleven parGnts indicated that their teachins 
methods had changed and that they felt that this was due to 
the incrGaoed time spant with their child and their increaced 
awaren,'ud ui uheir child's naads and difficulties as wall as 
the fact that they wero more relaxed and functioned more in o 
supervisory role, letting the child take the lead. 

Only 26 parantp, about 60;;S of the sample, felt their 
child's; achiovenunt in school had improved and many of thsce 



parenMn indicated that they rosily had nothing upon whinn 
they could naKc a coinpari^on but that they guftn^cd tho 
procram had helped. Another 10 v/ere so unour^ as to prafcr 
marking undecided^ Six parento said that th^y did not fee?. 
thG program had ^ffpctod their child's achiave:;^Gnt in sch:>ol. 

Of those parents v.^ho felt the program had iinprov^d 
their child's achievement i almost Gvery reason suggested in- 
volved the v;ay in v/hlch the^ child approached a problem or task. 
Parents rnentionGd that their child was more patient, woric^d 
more Glov,ay, and had rGaliaed that to do the job right the 
first tiine v/ould be the fastest and best way. 

Although it v/as not specifically askGd as a question» 
several parents indicated hers that their child's social and 
emotional adjustnent had improvod as a result of the progra:.;, 

Many parents considered the taakG one. of the weakest 
points in the program. Eighteen parents said the tasks. suited 
their child (.^27). Another 10 hasitated but finally responded 
poBitively while at the same time raising question and noting 
reservations. Nine parents said the tasks were definitO'ly 
not suited to their child and ^ prefeffed to nark undecided. 
Three parents ohose not to answer. In other v/ords, only ^3;; 
of the parents surveyed willingly CK'd the tasks. White 
parents from Sidney Lanier responded negatively tovmrd the 
tasks much more freciuently than would have been expectod frcn^^ 
the sample distribution# 

oomowhere within the quest ionairG , not necessarily in 
numbor 2?, I3 parents remarked that the tasks were too easy 



for their child, particularly in the bor inning. Perhaps 

one roa£:on for the d:.2natiRfaction vdth the taskn revolven 
around the rwoponno to nunbar 29. Only ons-half tha parents 
intfirviQwod folt that the ?2 had attempted to individuali^o 
the tasks for their child, V/hltOi above the po%'erty IqvgI 
parGntL- wnro particularly concorned that the tasks had not 
baen developed to meet thylr clisll's needs. 

Although the qucstionairti v/as developed to evaluate tho 
prograrj and not the Parent HducatorD, and although no question 
called for such a rnaponsc, 10 parents ( all white but approxi- 
mating the sample distribution of above to belov/ poverty level 
parents, oommcntod (aorna vshGnanantly) on the lack of reapon- 
sibility on the part of the PH. This irreGponaibility v/aa 
evidenced by Parent Educators who made appointnicnts and than 
fallod to coma (or call to canool) , who just stopped comin:; 
at all in the laot few rnontha, vfho refu-ed to drive to the ed£o 
of town v.'hon a parent movod, or v.-ho gave tho parent thfj ta.;k v.-hc 
she picked up her child at school (or even sent it home by the 
child), fievoral parents wore particularly diaturbed by Pl-i's 
who puyhcd a task at them without taking time to discuss it (sue 
as when the parent picked up her child at school) , and. then 
expected thcin to aign the papar thrust at them. Some parento 
even indicated that '"'the PE was only interGsted in gettlni 
that oignature ao Bhe could get her noney and was not a+ all 
interested in thoir child, 

Although probably no more than 3 or ^ Parent EducatorT 
arc responriible for thia har-ih parental criticism, it aoer.cd -c 



22 



(. 

ERIC 



be the rjin^jlo mont iraportant raafjon for paranto v/ithdruv;in^ 
from the program, 

Table II preo^ntn GUi^/jestions nade bi^ parents in nu:nlorti 
? and 32 particularly i an v/oll anj in several other questi^j.^^, 
A fevMdll bo montionod harci but for a complete liotin^i zo^ 
TablQ II on the next paga, 

^- Farenta made^ aovaral suggestions v/hich they thought 
wouldHmprove the ta^ks* Among thene warsi 1) more activlti'SG 
centered around fathors, 2) more activites out of doors, 
3) moi-'e tasks on charactcjr development, 4) a group of tas-io 
to choorao botween, 5) Triors practical tasks and 6) more chal- 
lenging taaks. They alao had Buggoations for the prograr. 
itself and/or ths PE, Thoy rciquested that there be more parent 
Tneetlngc, more male (and v/hite) PE'o, mora ediicati onall:,' .'ua- 
lified PE's, fewer home visits, etc. 

Based on the rGactions to several questions by par;;r;Tj, at 
wall as on a fev/ explanatory pieces of Information which wv-o .-.jt 
obtained by the questionaire but would be most useful, Ta";;le 
III contains rGVisions of several of the questions in .ths £valu- 
ation. 

However, a number of parents indicated that they thought 
that the questions containQd in the queationaire had needed to 
be asked, All parents seemed to be open and honest in their 
appraioal of the program. This waa partly due to the fact th-;,t -h'-. 
evaluation was being undertaken by a group separate fron the 
program Itself, If a niniilar evaluation is undertaken to su';' ' I 
ment this one, it too should be identified with a separate i 
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Parental fJu^rantiOi-ia 

1/ Mora activiti^?^ cent^-red around fathers 

2, More taske Vi'hich involvo parent and child going so:vjwhar'2 
togethar 

3» Inor^ tanko to put child and parGnt in touch with cir:;oticns 

A group of tEEks to choosG botv/eon 
5* Tasks on character development 
6* More tasks written by parent or child 

7* Mora practical taoks tolling timej v/orld affairs , etc, 
8i More challenging tasks 

9. More (loss) puzzles^ Ecraribled words, etc. 

10. More outdoor activitieB 

11. More individualized tasks 

12* Extra copy of task for the child 

li More paront rnectingo 
2. More rnalfi and white PE's 
3t More eniphasi^ on lowor gradeB 



i^,. Limit to higher grades 

5* Fewer home visits 

6* More qualified (educationally) FE*s 

7, Less (more) academic involvenent by:PH in the classroom 

8. More planning time for teachers ' " ■ 

9* Programs to dGvelop more self-confidence on the part of the P3 




If suoh an evaluation it- to profit from' our mistakco', or 

'obtain aciaitlonal inf orn:ition, a record of grada iGvel should 
be madft for each quo«tion:iirs as v/ell aa school, economic 
level and race. In addition if valid results with regard 
to race ara dsf^ired, the canplo should be stratified (and randoni) 
vdth regard to racet 
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TA3LL' III 



Suggefitad flucGtionarie n«viDionn 

10. An a result of the program do you have a cloaer wor]dn£ 

relationship v/ith the '£;chool, such as v/orking in cla;;5<iS, 

participating in FTAj. serving aa a class nothar, etc? 

Yes . 1^0 Undecided 



a. If the ansv/er is no, has it romained the sama or 
lesaened and vmy? 



FRir 



18d, make this a acparato question to ha answered by entir© 
sample 

19t Should the visits by the teachor and/or the parent 
educator be mado at your horr.o or at the school? 

Home School Elsewhara (Please rtat 



20, Do you feel ccmfortable having someone from the school 
come to your homo on a regular basis? 



Yes No Undecided 



How often? 



25. Do you oonsidor yourself a teacher of your child? 

Yes No Undecided 



If the ansv/er is yes then answer the following s 

a) Has the PE prograni helDed you as a teacher of ycur 
chj.ld? " , 

Yes No Undecided 



b)- Because of the prograni , what , do you do differently n< 
in teaching your child? 



26* Han youi^ child's achievement in school inprovcd this 
year? 

Yes No Undecided 



If so I do you think this due to the progran? 
Yes No ' UndscldGd 

How? 
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1, What vicrc your initial reactions tDc'ard the 
Follow Through Program? 



2, What are your present reactions toVi'ard the program? 



3. What do you see as the goal(s) of the program? 
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4." Ihe. purposes of having the P. E. work tn the 
classroorn are to, afford to each child greatcf 
individual attention and to help the P, E. to 
better understond the child so as to be able 
to relate with the parent. 



-2- 



yes 



a. Are these valid purposes to you? 

b. Should the P. E. work part time In 
" the classrccm with the teacher? 

If the answer Is no to cither a. or b, or 
both, please list your rccommnndat Ions for 
a, and/or b. 



5. Should the P. E. corns from the sanie neiahbor- 
flood or I lying areo as you do? 

6. Should^the P. E. be of the larne or similar 
economic and social background as you? 



7. Th 



'ne program will be continued next year 
what suggestions do you have? ' 
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10, As a resuit of the program do you havo a 

closer wDrking rGlationshlp v^i th the school 
^ such OS v/Drkfng in classes, partlcipatiing 
In PTA^ serving as a class mothor, etc,?" 



II. As a result of the teacher and parent educator 
visiting with you and you vnth them, does ^ 
the school have a better undarstsndlng of 
your child as a learner? 



12, Should the school and the hpme work tbgethsr 
In the education of your child and other 
chf Idren? 



13. Hii the program helped you as a parent 

better undirstand what the school expects 

of your child In the acad^ic ireas (reading, 

matheniat I cs, etc,)? 

14* Are you as a parent learning morm about your 
ehild from the P. E. and the tiachsr? 



15, Do you as a parent consider yourself as £ 
partner with the school In terms of your 
child's lea rnlnq? 



{ you notified m advance about the Fonow / 

Through parent meetings^ 

i ■ . . - . 

'7* I fi •the answer Id no to number 16, did you 
j: . know that there are parent mistjngi? 

. ( . . 

I- ■ 
t ' 

I ,: 'S' Do not answer the next three questions If 

i / ' your answer was no to number ]6i 

I a. Do you attend parent meetings? 

b. Are the meatings of value to you? 

c. ■ Do parents have a voica in how the 

program opGratos, etc.? 
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res 



( 



In what v/ays7 



Do you think parents should have i volei 
in tho program? 

I9, Should the visits by the teacher and/of the 
parent edueator be made at your home? 

a. Or at the school? , ' 

b. Or both? 
e. Elsewhere? 

(If yes) please state. 



20, Do you feci comfortablG haying somc^one 
from th© iehoQl come to your hOiTie? 

a. On a regular has i s7 

b. How often? 



21. Do you have problems oonYinunicat Ing wl th 
the P, E, ? 



If yes, please explain* 
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Yes Hq Untfaci ded 



22. Do you have problcnis cocmuni cat! ng with 

the teacher? . 
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Yes Ho UndcQided 

« 

If yes, please explain. 



23# Do they (the teacher and/or the P#E*) have 
problenis corfiTiunlcatlng wi th you? 

If yes^ please explain* 

4* 



2if, Apart from the tasUi^ what do you and the PpE, 
talk about that you consider valuable? 



25t Do you consider yourself a teacher of your 

; C ' chMd? 

Q If the onswor li yesp please answer the 

ERXC following throe questions. 
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Yas No Undeci ded 



a. What did you do bafore as o teacher of 
your chi Id? - 



b. What do you do nov/ that Is dl fforent ' (before 
the program) in teaching your child? 



(. 



c» Has the pircnt aducatlon program helped 
you as a teacher of . your chl 1 d? 



26, As a result of the program has your child's 
achIeye4Tiint in school ImprovedJ 

If yes^ how Wii ft due to the program? 
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27. 



Are the tasks suited to your child? 



28, Are the tasks of value to your child? 

.:lf nO| how should the tasks be chsnced 
in order to make them of more value to 
your child? ' 



29* Doos the P. E, attempt to Individualize the 
tasks for your child? 

30, Is your child positive toward the tasks? 

31. Does your child like having the P* E* and/or 
the teacher come to the horns and visit 

wi th you? 



32. 



If there is anything else on which you 
wish to Gomment, please state! 
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Hollo, • 

Mrs. or Mr. ^ ? This is 

I are working with the University of Florida and we are at 
ing to evaluate the Follow-throuih Program. Since {ch 
is involved in this program, v/a are interestBd in getting 
your feeling about the Prograin and your. ideas of how to ir 
prove it, V/e randomly selected you as one of forty repre^ 
tativo parents from a total group of 400 parents. If it 
acceptable to you I vmuld like to coma to your home and i: 
view you. The intorview would taka no longer tho^n 30 
This interview will be conf idantial. Your narae will not 
used with the data collectad. Your child's principal has 
reviewed and approved the list of queationa. 

Would you oonsent to.be intarviswed? 

What time would bo convenient for you? 

(Thanks, . , ) 



University of Florida 

Gaincsville 



May 10, 1972 



Dear Foi low-Through Parent: 

As you know from an earlier phonG call^ this interviev; is to 
determine how you would evaluate the Follow-Through prograni now 
that you and your child have been involved in it lor the full 
school year. Your interviewer is Mrs. L>mn McDowell (Mrs. Janet 
Spangler, Miss Sharon McRay, Mrs. Emogene Lee; and Mr^. Bill Burke). 
The questionnaire which she will bo using has been approved by vour* 
school principal. . " ' ' 

Your fullest cooperation will be greatlv appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

^ra J, '-Gordon ^ Director 
5 Graduate Research Profassor 
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Form A 
Coordinator 



APPENDIX F 



. ; INSTITUTE FOirDHVELOPMENT OF HU:iAN RESOURCES 

College of Education 
University of Florida^ 

We are gathering the follov,*ing information on parent iducators so that we can 
assess changes brought about in the Follow Through Program. Only group data will 
be reported. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions ^ so do not 
hesitate to ansv;er them honestly and fully, 

mm _ 



Date _ _ _ ___________ Comniunity 



1. The Florida Model was adopted by your project in: 

Please check aDpropriate school year' (13 1971-72 

C2) 1970^71 

(3) 1969-70 " __ 

[A) 1968-69 ^ \ . 

2. How many parent educators have you employed during each school year you have 
(2-9) participated in the Florida Model? . 

1968^69 1970-71 

1969-70 1971-72 ■ - 

3. During each .of these school years, how many parent educators dropped out of 
(10-173 the program irregardless of the reason* , 

1968.69 1970-71 

1969-7: - 1D71'72 'V " 

4. How many of the original group of parent educators that you employed during 

(18-25) your first year in the Florida Model continued to be amp ley td in the project 

as parent educators during the following school ysars? 

ig68=69____ 1970-71 - ■ 

1969-70 ^ . 1971-72 T 

5 . How many parent educators obtained high school diplomas as a result of their 
C26"33)^ participation in the Florida FoUow Through program during the following 

school years? 

1968-69 1970-71 
196&-70 1971-72 

How many parent educators v;ho already had a high school diploma took college 
(34-49) courses as p. result of thoir participation in the Florida Follow Through 
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program as a par^Jnt educator? Plcaso indicate tho number of such parent 
educators and tht number of college senester credit hours taken during the 
following Dchool years.' 



^'o. of No. of semester 

_PB's credit hours 



1958-69 

1969- 70 

1970- 71 

1971- 72 



7._ How mmy parent (iducators have changed their housing pattorns during the 
CS0-S7) following school ytars? Exampla: M-^de major changes in their original 
home, or nioved to r. now home and/or neighborhood? 



1968- 69__ , 1970-71 

1969- 70 1971-72" 



8.^^ Have parent educators' salaries increafed since your program first entered 
(58-63) the Florid". Model? Please indicate the amount of increase from the be- 
ginning o£ the project to the current school year. 

$ monthly To S m onthly 

CAverage beginning year salary] CAverage current salary] 

'*at is the highe:.t nonthly salary a pareni: educator has received since the 
(64-66) beginning of the project? $ -pgr month. 

10'_^^'hat was the average age of the parent educators at the beginning of - the 
(67-70) project? ' At the present time? 

il'_ How many parent educators have become teacher's aides in non-Follow Through 
(1-2) classrooms since the ^.beginning oi- the project? 

12. How many parent educators have become teachers since the beginning of the 

(3-4) project? 

13. ^ How many parent educators have entered teacher education programs? 

(S-6) — — — - 



14.__ Give the namss of parent educators who were Follow Through parents before 
(7-8) being' employed, (attach shaet if necessary) _^ ' 
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Give the names of narent educators v/ho nrp Pnii„,. tu ' u 

(9-10) (attach sheet if necessary) ° ^''""S^ parents, 



From 



(no. first year) - - mo. current year) 
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Form B 

Parent Educators APPKNDIX F 



INSTITIITE FOR DEVELOP:^fENT^ OF nU?'A?: RESOURCES 
CollGge of Education 
University of Florida 



We are gathering the followinn information so that we can assess changes 
In the Follow Through Program* 

Your name is needed for purposes of proper statistical treatment of the 
data. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions so do not hesitate 
to answer them honestly and fully* Please do not hesitata to secure the 
asslBtance of your coordinator if you need help in completing this form. 



NAME 

Date . . _^ ^ _ 

School Grade Level 

Community - 

1, ^ Race or ethnic group ^ (circle one): (1) UTiite (2) Black 

(1) (3) Chiccno (^) Indian 

(5) Other (specify) 



2, Sex (circle): ^(1) Male. (2) Female 
(2) 

3, Age last birthday ________ 

(3-4) 

4, Marital statusi (1) unmarried (2) married. (3) divorced 
(5) (4) separated (5) widowed 

Date first employed as parent educator 



(6-9) , ' (Month) (Year) 

6, Have you been continuously employed as a parent educator during the regular 

(10) school year since that date? (1) Yes (2) No 

7i If you have dropped out of the program as a parent educator* please 
eKplaln dates and detsils involvad* 



FRir^ 8. Number of months of eKperience as a parent educator* ' m 

'ti^ (11^12) 



2 * 



9.^ The hlRhe.qt nrodc level of your education heForg becoming a parent aducatar. 

(13-15) (Circle Che hlnhest nrndci level of your □ducntion before beconilng a parent 
educator and inclic/itc v/hat year you coiTiplGCed it,). 

(!)• Conpleted elRlfth grade or less 

(2) Some high school, but did not f^r.iduate 

(3) Completed hinh school 

(4) Completed some college, but not two years 

(5) Completed two years of college 

(6) Completed .more than two years of colleoej but not 4 years. 

(7) Conipleted four years of college What yr? 



10#_ The highest grade level of your education since becoming a parent educator is? 

(16-^18) (Circle tlie highest grade level of your education since becoming a parent 
educator and indicate what year you completed It,) 

(1) Completed eighth grade or less 

(2) Some high school, but did not p,raduate 

(3) Completed high school 

(4) Completed some college^ but not two years 

(5) Completed two years of college 

(6) Completed more than two years of colleges but not 4 years. 

(7) Completed four years of college What yr?_ 



11* The highest grade level of education that your father completed: (Please 
(19) circle answer) 

(1) Completed eighth grade or less 

(2) Some high school^ but did not graduate 

(3) . Completed high school 

(4) Completed some college , but not two years 

(5) Completed two years of college 

(6) Completed more than two years of college , but not 4 years t 

(7) Completed four years of college ® 

12. ^ The highest grade level your mother completedi (Please circle answer) 

(20) 

(1) Completed eighth grade or lesi 

(2) Some high school, but did not graduate ^ - 

(3) Completed high school 

(4) Completed some college , but not two years 

(5) Completed two years of college 

(6) Completed more than two years of college^ but not 4 years, 

(7) Completed four years of college 

13. ^ What WGS your father^s main occupation? ''(Be specific. For eKample: 

(21) owner of small restaurant, assembly line worker^ construction) 



144 I4hat was your mother's main ocGUpation? (Be specific. For examples 
(22) telephone operator, housewife, domestic.) - 



15* \^Bt was your occupation prior to participating In this project? (I 
(23) specific. For eKample: domestic, housewife j telephone operator,) 
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16* Since becoming a parent ediicator have youy housing conditions changed? 

(24-27) (Please answer the following questions) 

^ Since becoming a paront educator, have yoy: (1) continued to live in 

(Circle choice) the sajne house 

(2) moved to a different 
house , or houses 

_ If your house is the same, have you made made major changes such as 
"^painting, repairs, new furniture^ appliancesi etc, (Circle choice): 
(1) Yes (2) No . 

If you have moved to a different house, or houses, is the house that 
you live in now (Circle choice): 

(1) better than your old house 

(2) about the same as your old house 

(3) poorer than your old house 

If you have moved to a different houses or houses ^ is the neighborhood 
that you live in new (Circle choice) : 

(1) better than your old neighborhood 

(2) about the same as your old neighborhood 

(3) poorer than your old neighborhood 

17, How many children did you have prior to becoming a parent educator? 
(28-29) 

18, ^ How many children do you have no^? 

(30-31) 

19*^ ^ How many credit cards did you own prior to becoming a parent educator? 

(32) , (no. of credit cards) 

20, How many credit cards do you now own? 



(33) ,(no, of credit cards) 

21* IVhat education has been made available to you since bicoming a parent 

(34) educator? [Please circle » answer) ' 

(1) College courses 

(2) Basic education courses 

(3) Refresher high school courses 

(4) Refresher basic college courses 

(5) GED exam 

(6) Other (specify) 



22, iftien Follow Through ends^ what occupation do you wish to enter? 
(35) (Please be specific) 
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23t Has your knowlcdnc in the following areas increasod significantly as a result 
(36 -38) of your boino in the Follow Throunh prograTn? (Chock yoB or no) 

Availability of modicalj social and dental services (1) Yes (2) No 
Legal assistance to lov; income persons (1) Yes (2) No 

Workmen's compensation (1) Yes (2) No. 

24* Do you speak school type English better as a result of your* having participated 

(39) Follow Throuo!^? (Circle ansv/er) 

(1) No better 

(2) A little better 

(3) Nfuch better 

25 i Do you dress differently now than you Mid prior to becoming a parent educator? 

(40) (Circle answor) 

(1) No (2) A little bettor (3) Much better 

• \ 

26, 

(41) Has your attitude about unders tandinp and managing children changed since you 
have become a parent educator? (Circle answer) 

(1) No , (2) Changed a little (3) Changed a great deal 

27* Has your attitude about understanding and nianaging your own children changed in 
(42-46) the following areas since you have become a parGnt educator? (Circle the 

appropriate answer following each arca^ using the following choices: ' 

1-No; 2-Changed a little; 3-Changed a great deal,) 



(42) Reasoning 12 3 

(43) __ Spanking 12 3 

(44) Talking 1 2 3 

(45) Explaining why 12 3 

(46) Asking what their 

problems are 12 3 
Other (specify) 



28, Have you taught the following school activities to your children at home? 
(47-50) (Circle Yes or No for each activity) 

(47) Reading books to your children (1) Yes (2) No 

(48) Talking more with your children (1) Yes (2) No 

(49) ^ ^Working with your children (1) Yes (2) No ' 

(50) Playing with your children (1) Yes (2) No 



29, ^ Were you an active PAC member (attending meetings and participating regularly) 

(51) before becoming a RE? (Circle answer) (1) Yes (2) No 



- s 
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' r«r- "^any years wore you an actiVG PAC tr.ombor Just before you bec-^-^c 

(52) a parent educator? CClrcle No, of years) 1 2 3- ^ ^ >°" 



1968.69 __ 1970-71 
1969.70 1971-72- 
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Institute for DcvelopriDnt of Hunian Resources 
College of Eclucation 
University of Florida 
GiinosvillDj Florida 52601 

PROJBCT nOLLOK THROUGH 

QiiestionnairG 

Please return this questionnaire as soon as possible, and no later than 
September 30, 1972, to: ' ~ ~" 

Mrs, Betty BoEler 

College of Education 
^ [ University o£ Florida 

, ^ ^^k^^ 520 Weil Hall 

^ ' Gainesville, Florida 32601 

I* These questions only concern activities during the 1971-72 school year. 
1* How many tasks did parents write during the 1971-72 school year? 
.. [i^ive nuniber) . 



How did you inform your parents of PAC meetings' 



Parent's were generally given an agenda- 

1 or 2 weeks prior to each meeting or 

^ ' at the meeting _^ or 

3 • not at al 1 or 

. other (please explain] ■- 



3. Have any of your PAC members either acting individually or as private 
groups had contact with the school administration or the school board? 



No 



If so, please indicated the circumstances surrounding each meeting 
and the number and, the nature of the persons involved. 



(please use another sheet of paper if necessary) 
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II, List the foliowlng information about the 1971'-/2 city-^widG PAC 
moctings, 

/^7^Sj Colanin A - Give the date of each citv-uide PAC incetinq durinq the 
L 1971-72 school year. 

Column B - Give the inain activity of that mectinc. -yy 

^ ^^j Column C - Give the total number of parents attending that meeting. ^ 

Column D - Give the total number of teachers and parent educators 
attending that meeting. ^ 



Column A Column B ColiOTn C Column D 



City-Wide PAC City-Kide PAC Main Total No. Total No, of 

Meeting Dates Activity of Parents Teachers § PEs 



1. 



Gity-lVido PAC CitN-Wide PAC Main Total No. Total So. of 

Meeting Dates Activity of P^ironts Teachors & PEs 



8, 



9. 



Use back of this form if more space is needed. ^ 

III, List the following infoiiiiation about "mini'^ or ^'sub^* PAC meetincjs durin^^ 
the 1971-72 school year. ^ ~ ^ 

ColuJim A - Give the name of each **mini*' or '^sub'' PAC appointed during 
the 1971-72 schooFyear. 

Column B - List the datos of all "mini'^ PAC meetings. 

Column C - List the main activity of each of these meetings. 

Column D - List the number of parents attending each of the meetings. 

Column E - List the numbir of teachers and PEs attending each of those 
meetings* 



Column A 



Colmin B Column C 



Column D 



Column E 



Name of each 
mni PAC 



Dates o£ 


Main Activities 


Parents attend- 


^!eotings 


of meetings 


ing each meeting 


1. 


1. 


1. 


2. 


2. . 


2. 


J. 


3. 


3. 


4. 


4. 


4. 


5. 


S. 


S. 


6. 


6. 


6. 


7. 


7. 


7. / 


8. 


8.; ' 


8. 


9. 




9. 



in; 



in 



Teachers 5 PEs 
attending meetln, 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4... 

i. 

6. 
7. 
S. 
9. 



in 



Name of each Dates of \- Main Activities Parents attend- Teacher? & PEs 

Mini PAC . MeetinfiS of meetings ing each mooting attending meeting 

2- 1. 1. ' " ^ ^ " " ^ ■ 'i; 

2. 2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 3. 

4. 4. 4. 4. 

5. S. 5. 5. 

6. 6. 6. 6.' 

7. ■ 7. 7. 7. 

8. 8. 8. 8. 

9. 9. ■ 9. ' 9. 
10. 10. 10. 10. 



1. - 1. - 1. 1. 

2- 2. 2. 2. 

3- 3. 3. 3. 

4. 4. ■ , 4. 4. 

5. S. S. S. 

6- 6. 6. 6. 

7- 7. 7. 7. 

8. 8. 8. 8. 

9. 9. 9. 9. 
10. 10. '■ 10. 10. 



4. 1. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


2, 


2. 


2, 


2. 


3. 


3. 


3. 


3. 


4. 


4. 


4. 


4. 


5. 


5. 


S. 


5. 


6. 


6. 


6. 


6. 


7: 


7. 


7. 


7. 


a. 


S. 


8. 


8. 


9. 


9. 


9. 


9. 


10. 

C 1 " 


10. 


10. 


10. 



A. 1.. 1. 2 

2. 2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. • 3. . 3. 

4. 4. 4. 4. 

5- 5. 5. , 5. 

6. 6. 6, 6. 

7. 7. 7. 7. 
8... 8. . 8. 8. 
9- 9. 9.^ 9. 

10- 10- 10. , 10. 

1- 1- 1. — 1. 

2- 2. 2. 2. 

3- 3. 3. 3. 
4. 4. 4. 4. 
s. S. S. . S. 

6- 6. 6. 5. 

7. 7. 7. 7. 

8. S. 8. 8. 

9. 9. 9. 9 
10. 10. 10. 10. 
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Name 


of each 


Dates of 


Main 


Activi ti cs 


Pnronts attend- 


Teachers Pi's 


Mini 


PAC 


Meetings 


of meetings 


ing each meeting 


attending r:c-ctir,g 


- - ■ 
7. 


■ - - - - 


1. 


1. 




---------- 

1. 


1. 






2. 


2. 




2. 


2. 






3. 


3. 




3. 


3 . 






4. 


4. 




4. 


4. 






5. 


S. 




S. 


S. 






6. 


6. 




6. 


6, 






7. 


7 




7. 


7. 






8. 


8. 




8. 


8. " 






9. 


9. 




9. 


9. 






10. 


10. 




10. 


10. 


8. 




1. 


1 . 




1. 


1. 






'* 2. 


2. 




. 2. 


2. 






3. 


3. 




3. 


3. 






4. 


4. 




4. 


4. 






5. 


5, 




S. 


5. 






6. 


6. 




6. 


6. 






7. 


7. 




7. 


7. 


■ 




8. ■ 


8. 




8. 


8. 






9. 


9. 




9. 


9. 






10. 


10, 




10. 


10. 


9. 




1. 


1. 




1. 


1. 






2. 


2. 




2. 


2. 






3, 


3. 




3. 


3. 






4. 


4. 




4. 


4. 






5. 


5. 




5. 


5. 






6. 


6. 




6. 


6. 






7. 


7. 




7. 


7. 






8. 


8. 




8. 


8. 






9. 


9. 




9. 


9. 






10. 


10. 




10. 


10, 



Use' back o£ this fprm for other **mini** PAC. meetings . 



IV. List the following information about. City-Wide PAC committees. 

Column A - List the names of evqry Cit>^ Wide PAC comm.ittee. 

Column B - List the date of each meeting held by that City Wide. 
PAC committee, 

Column C - List the main activity of that meeting. 

Column D - List the attendance. 
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Column A 


Column B 


ColiJinn C 


Colunin D 


Name of City=lvide 


Dates of 


Main Activity 


Attondancc; of 


PAC ComiTiittee 


Meetings 


of meeting 


meeting 


1. 


1. 


1. 


1, 




2. 


2. 


2, 




3. 


3. 






4. 


4. 


4. 




S. 


S. 


5, 




6. 


6. 


6. 




7. 


7. 


7. 




8. 


8. 


8, 




9. 


9. 


9. 




10. 


10. 


10, 




1. 


1. 


1, 




2. 


2. 


2. 




3. 


3. 


3, 




4. 


4. 


4, 




S. 


5. 


5. 




6. 


5. 


6, 




7. 


7. 


7. 




S. 


8. 


8, 




9. 


■ 9. 


9. 




10. 


10. 


10. ^ 


3. 


^ 1. 


1. 


1, 




2. 


2. 


2, 




3. 


3. 


3, 




4. 


4. 


4. 




5. 


5. 


S. 




6. 


, 6. 


6, 




7. 


7. 


7. 




8. 


8. 


a. 




9. 


9. 


9, 




10. 


10. 


10, 


4. 


. 1. - 


1. 


1, 




2. 


2. 


2. 




3. 


3. , 


3, 




4. 


4. 


4. 




S. 


S. 


5. ■ 




' 6. 


6. 


6, 




7, 


7. 


• 7. 




8. 


8. 


8, 




9. 


9. 


9. 




10. 


10. 


10. 



1 t 

i 
I 

o 

ERIC 



- 7 - 



Nanio of City-IVide I)atcs of 'Main Activity Attendance 

PAC Committee Meetings of mectinrt mooting 



S.^ " 1. 1, " ^ ^ T. 

2. . 2. 2. 

3. , 3. 3. 

4. 4. 4. 

5. 5. ' 5. 

6. 6. '6. 

7. 7. 7. 

8. 8. 8. 

9. 9. 9. 
10. • 10. 10. 



6. ' 1. ^ 1. 1. 

2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. ■ 3. 

4. 4. 4. 

5. S. S. 

6. 6. 6. 

7. 7, 7. 
N S. , 8. 8. 

9. 9. 9. 

■ 10. 10. 10. 



7. 1. ^ ^ 1. " ---- - - 1. 

2. . 2. 2. 

3. ' 3. ' 3. 

4. 4. ' ■ 4. 

5. S. 5. 

6. 6. 6. 

7. 7. 7. 

8. 8. 8. 

9. 9. 9. 
10. 10. , 10. 

i: — — , 1. 1, 1. 

2.2. 2. 

3. 3. ' 3. 

4. 4. 4. 

5. S. 5. 

6. ■ 6. 6. 

7. ■ 7. 7. 

8. 8. . 8. 
9- 9. . 9. 

10. 10. ■ 10. 



Use back of this form if additional space is needed. 
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V. List below the following information about 1971-72 "mini" or "sub ' 
■ PAC Committeos . , 

Column A - List the names of ever)" "mini" PAC Committee. 

Column B - List the datos of everv "mini" PAC Committee meeting. 

Column C - List the main activities of these meetings, 

Column D - List the attendance of each of those meetings. 



Column A Colujnn B Column C Coliimn D 



Najnes of "mini" Dates of Main Activity . Att'endance of 

PAC Committees J!ectings of meetings meetings 



1. 1. 1. r 1. 

2. 2. 2. 

., 3.. . 3, , , . : . ■ ' 3., 

4. 4. ■ ■ 4. 

5. . S. 5. 

6. 6. 6. 
. 7. . 7. \7, 

8. 8, "^8. 

■ 9. 9. 9. 

10. 10. , 10. 



2. " 1. " 17 . 1. 

2. 2. 2. 

4, \4. ' 4. 

5. S. 5. 
. 6. 6. 6. 

7. 7. 7. 

8. 8. ' . 8.- 
9., .9. 9. 

10. 10. . 10. 



3. '"^^ 1."^ 1. ■ ' 1. 

2. 2. ' 2. 

3 ■ ' / 3 • 3 1 

4. 4. ■ 4. 

■ ■ ■ / S. 5. ■ 5, 

6. 6. 6. 

, 7. ■ 7. . . 7. 

8 g 81 ^,81 

9. '9. V. ■ 9. 

10. 10. 10. 
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VI.. PleasG be sure to attach the following inaterial to this qusstionnaire, 

I. Send a copy of your-PAC By-Laws and the By-Laws for each of your 
SubcoimnittGes. 

' Placo a check mark in the appropriate space: 

We hai^e already sent our By-Laws 

IVe are now sending our By-Laws _ _ / 



Please attach a copy of the suimar)- sheet records of voluntar)-^ 
parental participation in the" Follow Through Classroom, 
(NOTE: DO NOT include records of parent-educators 0 



APPEN'DIX.II 



PECE - RCS 



ERIC 



Category No. 
Assigned to 
the ^'Teacher'^ 



Doscription of Verbal Behavior 



Categcry No. 
Assigned to 
the "Learnci 



00 
01 
02 

03 



04 



05 



06 



07 

08 

09 

20 
30 
40 

SO 



Praises - Praises or encourages the action, behavior/ 
comniants, idGas, find/or contributions of the other. 

Accepts 1 Accepts the action^ behavior, comments^ ideas, 
and/or contributions of the other. 



10 



11 



12 



Questions CAmplification] : Asks for clarification of the 
behavior, comiiients, ideas and/or contributions of the other, 
Requires verbal response^ ' ^ ■ 

Questions CClosed] : Asks a question or requests information 15 
with the intent that the other should ansKer verbally. This 
t)^e of question usually has one correct answer. Requires 
a verbal response, . 

^ Questions COpen) ■ Asks a question or requests inforniation 14 
with .the other should answer verbally, This t>^e of question ' 
usually has more than one acceptable answer, Reauires 
verbal response. " ' > 

Responds : Gives. direct answer or response to Questions or 15 
requests for information that are initiated by 'the other; 
includes answers to ones om questions; 

Initiates : Presents facts, inforination, and/or opinion con- 16 
, cernlng the content, subject, or procedures beini\considei*ed 
that are self -initiated- expresses ones ouii ideas; lectures 
(includes rhetorical questions -^^ not intended to be answered). 



Directs : Gives directions. Instructions, order, and/or 
assignments to which anothsr is expected to comply. 

Corrects : Tells the other that his answer or behavior is 
inappropriate or incorrect. 

R^£Ct£: Rejecting or criticizing the behavior, opinion, 
or judgment of the otherj bawling out someone. 

Machine Click : Tape recorder being turned off and on. 

Silence : Pauses or short periods of silence. 

Other Verbal Behavior: PE talking; other child talking; or 
mother talking to Pn, other child, or herself, 

Machine Actions : Beginnins of tape, end of taiDe and tape 
belnn turned over, 



17 



18 



19 




r 



APPENDIX I 

DoylG Observation Schodulo 

Teacher- Parent Oducator Planning 

" " " T PE 

■ j ■ ' ■ Requests Reports ^ PPO 

I. Last Week's Task 

A. Mentioned briefly 

B. PlEs feelings about hoiv task v;ent 

C. Problems in teaching task to mother . 

D. Mother ^s feelings about how task went ' ' 

E. -Cliild-s reaction to task ' . 

. F* Alternative teaching styles which could have 
been used to improve delivery 
G. Modifications for future use of task 

Some future task or task idea based on feedback 
from last vJeek-s tdsk (other than mother suggestions) 
I* Use of this week* s task as a result of feedback 

from 1st week's task 
J, Mother- s suggestions for future tasks or task 

ideas ; ■ 

K. Mother's ability to do task 
L. Refers to PEWR sheet or specific item on 

PEWR sheet . T Directs. 

^ T PE to d^. - PE 

\ doer w/nother Does 



EKLC 



II. This Keek's Task 

A. Introduction and Overview ' - I 

1,. Mentions general content of task briefly 1 
2* Elaborates .on content of task [explains- , ■' * . J 

in detail) . j 
3, Lets leariier view task materials : 'i 

^ 4. Lets learner view and manipulate task materials : I 

S. Gives reason directly related to school subject ^ i 

for doing task | 

6, . Gives reason related to learning a skill for t 

doing task i 

7. Gives reason other than skill or school sub-* i 

ject for doing task , ■ 

'"8,^ Asks if learner understands reason for doing i 
. task ... = ■ ■'."=:! 

* 9, Encourages learner to ask .questions ; i 

10 Coimnantg on appropriateness of task for a | 
particular child ^ _ j 

11. Discusses alteration of task for needs of a , . i 
particular child / ' ... . .1: 

12. Reads directly from or refers to task sheet 
13* Details procedures to be used. in teaching 

task to another 

14. Details questions to be asked in teacliing \ 
task to another ■ j 

15. Asks learner to show liow overview sliould be . 1^ 
given, . . ■ ; , " : : =. . . - ■■ 4': 

(chock both T 5 PIH when both involved) | 



1 
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T 

Does 



T Directs 
PE to Do 
\</ mother 



Does 



II, This Keek's Task Continued 



Tas 


k Materials 




1, 


Lets learner view tasl; 


: materials 


2, 


Lets learner view and 


manipulate 




task materials 




3, ^ 


Labels or describes ma 


=terials to 




learner 




4, 


Asks learner to label 


or describe 




materials 




5. 


Describes physical spa 


CO (area) 




needed for task 




6, 


Emphasises use of hoine 


materia;ls 




when possible. ^ 




7. 


Suggests alternate mat 


©rials vrhich 




could be used in task 




8, 


Asks if task materials 


are availabl 




in the home 




9, 


Encourages learner to 


asV questions 



Elaboi\ntion on Body Task: Use o£ Tsi.ching 
Beliaviors (How Content of Task is Taught) 

1, Discusses method of task delivery 

2. Clarifies task ''jargon'' 

3* Clarifies -facts i concepts includad 
in task 

4, Asks learner to ciarify facts, con- 
cepts included in task 

5, Asks leai^ner to explain what he is 
expected to do as his part in task 

6, Teacher occui5ies center of attention 
7* Makes learner center of attention 

8/ Makes doing something center of 

learner *s attention 
9, Elicits questions from learner 

concerning task content \ ^ 

10, Remains detached from Tearnei" 

activities . 
11: Participates in learner activities 
12* Interrupts leaiTier verbally , , 

13, Interrupts learner physically 

14. Asks learner to support answer or 
opinion with evidence 

15,. Corrects learner with reason 
16* Corrects learner without reason 
17, Gives inaccurate or confusing information 
18* Provides answer to learner who seems con|^used 
or hesitant * 



EKLC 
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II, This Keok's Task continued 



"T T Directs 

Does PE To Do 

___ w/ mother 



19. Gives learner time to think about 
problem 

20. Involves learner in uncertain or di£^ 
■ ficult situation (to PE - mmt 

would you do i£ 

happened? etc.) ~ . 

21. Role plays first 

22. Makes reference to learner^s and/or 
child *s personal experience 

23. Alters task or materials and role plays- 
; again . ^ 

24. Learner approximates Ciniitates) T^s 
doing of task Ce,g, , imitates Ideas, 
uses same number of items to do task] 

25. Insincere C'^over") praise (T says ^ 
Let - s see if I can do 

as well as you did Ccondascension) 
(code only if very e vident) C^livays 
verify with second'person] . 

26. Clarifies (states clearly] role of 
self in role-playing 

27. Clarifies (states clearly] role of 
learner in role^playing 

28. • Asks learner to apply specific previous 

learning to new situation ' ' 

Extending the Task and Future Tasks 

1. Suggests ways to extend task 
vertically 

2. Suggests ways to extend task 
horizontally 

\ 3. Elicits ideas for future tasks 
■from learner 



Miscellaneous 

a. Discusses comprehensive servjces (social 
medical, psychological, 

b. Mentions next PAC meetin, 

c* Specifies time, place, e next PAC 

meeting ... 
d. Encourages attendance at next TAG meeting 
e* Discusses other school moetlngs 



remainder of this instrument is still being devDloped. 



c: 



APPENDIX K 



THE PURDUE TEACHER OPINIOKAIRE INSTRUMENT Cm BE PURCHASED ' 

AT: ... . . . . ■ ' 

University Book St,ore 

360 State Street 

West Lafayette, Indiana 47906 
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Child 4 Name 



APPHNDIX L V ' 

Inscitute for Development of Htmian Resources 
College of Education 
University of Florida 
Follow Through Project 

SOCIAL REACTION inventory' 
Cley . 



Date 



Child's Teacher^^ Cnn^.p.H By_ 

I Mpro Strong Is- He licvG Tliat : . - . 



a, 

a. 



ChilJrcn get into trouble because thoi r parents punish them too much. 

The trouble with most children todav is that their parents are too cpsv 
with . tlienn . - " " V 



Many of the unliappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad luck. 

b. Pcoplo^s troubles result from the itistakes they make. 

5. a. One r.r nhe bigge<;t reasons why wo have wars is because people don^t take 
enau/;^ interest in government, ^ . 

b. Thcrv will alwaysjie wars, no matter how hard people try to prDvent theiri.. 

In iilw^ long run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 

b. Ir !;hc sad truth that an indixaduaPs worth often passes without beiiig 
■ reco|ini::cd no matter how hard ho tries. . " 

^* 'I'h- i U ,i Thcit .teachors arc unfair to students is ''hot airj' 

Mo^. r;ri^u'nts don»t realise how much their grades are influenced bv 
uc^i,.cni or chance, " . - ' 

6, a. Without the right breaks one cannot be a good and able leader. 

, bv AbJa people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of theii 
.opportunities. . ^ 

7, a. No nmttnr how hard you try, some people just don't like you, 

b, Peuple who can't get others to like them, don't understand how to cet ' 
along wj th others . 

S, :k hilar a pDrson 'is. bom with plays the biggest part in determining what 
they are Jike. " 

b. It is one's experiences in life which determine what they are like. 

9. li. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. , 

''"^'^^^^^^^ ^'ate has never turned put as well for me as making a 

plan 10 take a certain course of action. 



( 



FoUow ThrQUgh-Projcct SOCIAL RliACTION INVENTORY P^c 2 . 

J = •• • ■ ■ ■ 

10. a* In the case ,of the well prepared student therD is hardly over sue.; a 

thing as an unfair" test, 

b. Many times test questions tond to bo so di f fcront- f rom class wDrK. , that 
studying is really, a waste of time. . . 

11, a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work , luck has little or nntninM 

to do with it . 

b. Getting a good job depends mainly on baing in the right place at the 
right time. ' 

12. a. The average citisen can have an influeneo in government plans. 

■ b. This world ir run by a few people in power, and there is not much the 

little guy can do about it. ' -' . 

■ ■ •■- 

13, a. W^en I maks plans, f am almost certain that I can make them work. 

b. It is not always wise to pi an too far ahead because many things turn out 
to be a matter of good or hack luck anyhow, 

14, a. There are certain people who are just no good. • = 
b, Tliero is some good in everybody. 

15. a. In my- case, getting what I want has little or nothing to do with \-H'V. 

"b, h\my tiiT'es- wo might just as well decide what to do by tossing a coin. 

16* a. Who gets to be? the boss often depends oh who was lucky enough to vn^ in 
the right place first. 

Getting people to "do the right thing depends upon being able, luck has 
little'or nothing to do with it, ' 

17. a, Ab far af. world affairs arc concerned, most of us are pushed around by 

forcas we can neither understand, nor control, 

b, ■ By taking an active part in government and social affairs the people can- 
control world events. 

18. a. Most pecple don' t realise the point to which their lives are controlled 

by accident and chance, 

b* Tliere is really no suoh thing as 'Uuck.^* 

19. a. One should always be willing to admit his mistakes, 
b. It is usually best^to cover up one^s mistakes. 

20.. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you. 



^ b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are. 



follow Through =Proj^ect SOCIAL REACTION INVENTORY Pago 3 



} _ 2r* a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are made up for by the 

'I \ ' good ones.' " 

b. Most troubles are the result of lack of know-hoWj lack of knowledge , bci 
lazy, or all three. 

22; a. Kith enou£h effort we can clean up dirty government* 

b. . It is difficult for people to have much control over the things government 

: ^ leaders do in office. . . . 

■; 23. a. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give. 

b. The harder I study the better grades I get, 

24, a, A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should do, 

b, A good leader makes it clear to evGr>^body what their joliF are. 
. ■? ' i ^ ■ ■■ _ ■ 

^ 25/ a. Many times I feel that I have little influence pver the things that happen 

I - to me. 

b, It is. inpossible for mc to believe that chance or luck plays an important 

. part in my life. 

: 26, a, . People^ are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 

* -1, . . . 

I b* ITuBro not much use in trying too hard to please peoplc--if they like 

1; you, they like you, 

j 27. a. Tlicre is much emphasis on athletics in high school. 

C b. Team sports are an exccTlent wav. to bui Id character. 

^ _ - " " ; " - " ^ " -/^ ■ ^ ^ - . 

^' / 2S, a, Knat happens to me is my own doing. 



b, SorAii^-iints I feel that I don't have ennugh control over the direction my 
life is: - taking. • . . 

29. a. Most of the time I cannot understand vs'hy politicians behave the way they do. 

b. In the long nm^ the people are responsible for bad government on a national, 
as well'as on^a locaT level. ' 



O „ ' Adapted by Larry M, Bilker, Institute for Dnvelopmont of lluman Resources, 
ER^C CoilcKe of Oducation, University of Florida^ fiaincsvillc, Florida 32601, from the 
■5' ™^^"™ " Ktiltin' Uii Scale. 
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Parent NamG 



liistiCute for Development of Hunian RGsources 
College of Education 
University of Florida 
* Follow Through Project 

. HOW I SEE OTS ELF SCALE 

' C i ty ■ 



Child's Nanie 



Child's TeachGr. 



1. Nothing gets nie too mad 

2. I don-t stay with things and 
finish theni^ 

3. Pm very good at drawing 

4. I don-t like to work 3vdth 
others 

5. I wish I were smaller 
(taller) 



6, 
7. 

8. 

9, 
10. 
11. 

12, 
15. 

14, 

15. 
16. 

17. 
IS, 



ERiC 39 



I vvorry a lot ^ 

I wish I could do sometliing 
with my hair 

Teachers like me 

I^ve Jots of energy 

I am ignored at parties 

Vm just the right weight 

Wdmon don^t like me ^ 

I'm ver>* good at speaking 
before a group 

My face is pretty Cgood 
looking)^ 

I*m very good in music 

I got along well with 
teachers 

I don't like tcaciiers 

I don't feel at oase, com- 
fortahlc insido myself 

I don' V i i kc to try new . 



Date 



^Collected By^ 



1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 T S^^ ^2.d easily and cxrl 

1 2 3 4 5 I stay with sor.tthinc; til 

I finish 

I'n not much good in dra^v 
T like to work with other 

I -n just the right height 

12 3 4 5 1 don't worry ruch 

1 2 3 4 5 My hair is nlce-Iookinr 

1 2 3 4 5 - Teachers don-t like n.e^ 

1 2 3 4 v S I haven't much energy 

1 2 3 4 5 I am a hit at parties 

1 2 3 4 5 T wish I were heavic:r 

C lighter) 

iVomeh like me a lot 

I'm not much good at sp^a^ 
ing before a group 

I wish I were prettier 
(good looking) 

'Hm not ntuch good in music 

I don't got along with 
teachers 

I like teachers very nucr, 

I feel very at eape, co:^t 
fortable inside* rr.ysclf ■ 

1 2 3 4 S I, like to trv new things 



1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 S 

1 2 3 4 S 

1 2 3 4 S 

1 2 3 4' 5 

1 2 3 4 .5 

1 2 3 4 5 



Follow Tlirough Project 



HOW I SEO MYSGLI- SCALIi 



20. 1 have trouble controlling 1 2 
my fccliags 

21. ' I did well in school work 1 2 

22. I want men to like me 12 

23. I don't like the way 1 look 1 2 

24.. 1 don't want otlier women 1 2 
to like me 

25, Pill very healthy 1 2 

26, 1 don't dance well 1 2 

27, I write well 12 

28, 'I like to work alone 1 2 

29, I use my tiine well 12 



30. I'm. not much good at making 
things with my hands 

31. I wish 1 could do something 
about my skin 

32. ■ SGhool vvf'S never interesting 

to me 



33, 1 don't do my housework we ll 1 2 

34, I'm not as smart as the 12 
others 

35, Men like me a lot 1 2 

36, My clothes are not as I'd 1 2 
like 

37, 1 liked school . 1 2 

3S. 1 wish 1 wore built like 1 2 
othc rs 

39, I don't read wqll 12 

'40, 1 don't learn new things 1 2 
cut^ i ly 



3 
3 



4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 



5 
5 
5 

5 , 

1 2 3 "a 5 
I 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 



3 
3 



4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 



;^ago 2 

S 1 can. handle my feelings 

S 1 didn't do well in school 

5 I don't want men to like me 

5 1 like the way I look ^ 

5 T want other women to like 
mc = 

5 I got sick a lot 

I'm a very good dancer 

1 don't write well 

I don't like to work alone 

I don't know how to plan 
my time 

I 'm very good at making 
things witli my hands - 

My skin is nice-looking 

Mien 1 was in school it was 
interesting.to me 

5 1 do a good job at housework 

5 I'm smarter than most of 
the others 

5 Men don't like me 

5 My clothes are nice 

5 I didn 't like school 

5 I'm happy with the way 1 am 

5 ^ I read very well 

S I learn now things caHlly 



novolopDd by Ira J* GardDn, nirector, Institute fof .Dcveiopmcnt of Human 
Resources, College of liducatlon,; University of I'lori da, Gninesvi He, Florida 32601; 



t: ^ - ' : APPENDIX M 

... ... . . ....... 

: - - ^ / THE I FEEL ME. FEEL IS AVAILABLE THROUGH ; 



Dr. Ernust Bent ley 
2436 Pangborn Circle 
Decatur/ Georgia 3033 

404-266-2342 



( 



ERIC 



Al'PHNDlA N 



Institute for !)ove lopmcnt of h'ur/.an Resources 
Col lege of lUlucati on 
University of riorica 
G.'iinesvillo, Tlorida 3:601 



Cincinnati Autonn-y To.st Battery 
Child Score Porm 



Chi Id ' s .Namd 



School 



1 ester 



Date 



CoTnmunit y ^rade 



Sex Race 



Task Initiation : CCircle proper ratingj 

1. Ko initiation. Child sat with hands in lap and watched E. Child 
sat and looked about the room. 

2. Minimal contact: No real invol voitient is shown - child touched figures 
but withurcw. Child knocked figure -d-own and imediately withdrew. ' 

3. Initiation but minimal involvement. Child moves figures about randomly 
but no organi-ation. Child lays all figures down = no systematic play: 

4. Initiation - high degree of involvement - organized activity Child ' ' 
pairs all animals or stands them side by side. Child groups figures 

and puts them inside barricade. Child puts figures on top of one another 



/ 



October, 1972 
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Scoro (number of different ways) 
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APPiiNDIX 0 

July, 1972 

This Booklet, to be retained by parent educator 

PARENT EDUCATOR KCEKLY HOME VlSiT REFORT 
1972-1373 School Year 
THIS KEliK'S \'ISIT 

How many times was the visit attempted this week"? 
^' • ■ --4. four 

5. more thtn four 
^' 6. not atte.iiptod 

Col. ''3 The visit v.-as • • . 

1 . completed 
Not completed bccsuso: 

2. it was cancelled by inothering ons with no reason given 

3. ^t ..s canco U-u by uv^ho^Lny, one with re.son givon 

4. It was canceUcd by PE with reason c-iv-n 
mather.no one refuse. p.rticip=ticn"in th, Florida Model 
oJior Cweatner. car broke, death, school holiday, etc J 

Col. 23 Ivith whom was the visit made? 

1 . mother 

2. father . 

3. .other adult 

4. brother "or sisteK; 

5. other minor 

Col. 24 During the hcne visit, the moth^ing one: 

1. went out of her way to make me fo«l wa]cf-= r^ t j' • , .' 

2. .ade.e feel conformable Cs.ila^ia^kcro^eil?!^ I 0^°'^^^' ^'^'^ 

fn ;;fLik = C-oper^tL... answerer 

Col. 23 During the visit the follow Through child was:' 

1. available and was taught the task' 

2. available and was notf taught the ■ task 

3. not available 

1. were not serious 

2; caused some probJom to the home visit 

^- 3, compJotoly disturbed the ho:;YO visit 

4. there wore no disturbances ' ■ 
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THIS KEEK'S TASK 



Cols. 27, 28, 29. and 30 

mch main task was presontod Cor ro-prcsentt: ,j todav' ci,c„ 
four diEit task nur;bor in Cols. 27. 28, .29, and 30. 'if '^-.^Z.t 
task 0005 nan; o in Col. 27, 0 in Col. 28, 0 in Col. 2o/£./6 H 
Col. I^no^^ task -.ms prcsonted. thon colu-^. 27 ^r-z-H 
should be fjUod in with O'.s. — ~~ 



Col. 31 This wnek's task was developed b)- : " 

1. University of Florida 

2. school 

3. a parent 

4. other 

Col. 32 Jiow did you presc-nt the main task'' 

1. told hgr 

2. told her and showed her 

3. told !^or, £i^- :.-'d '-r.^ -,11 „^ > u 

^ _ _ = .'C. .ell n-o in her own wD-ds 

4. Lold hor, showed her, end did it tc-.-.t'-- ' 

5. told h=r, sh=.ca hor, did Lz tc^c.hJr, and then rovorsod 
:olts or te;;c;;cr ana Joarnor 

Col. 33 n^w did the uothcrin^ one ruact to your i7;structiDns for -^^r. =,.p . 

etco"' ^ P^^sitively Cncddcd, srniled, askci^cuestio^s:" 

S' " listened but showed li.tle positive or negative r,s:.on.e 

3. disinterested - reacted nogatively Cfrowned. objected, bsUttlsd) 

tasJ ilch^^^ variations did the mothering one do when presenting 

1. presented it back exactly ns it was pres^finted 

2. used different words in presenting task back 

3. extondod the task in presenting it back 

4. did not prc;;cnt it to ine 



Col. 5S 



Col, 36 



.-.nen you. watched the motherinr one teach the child the ti-.v- 
2' "°!f'"''^ ''^^ °"S's which I stressod'to her' 

• -he' "^"''^""^^^ "S^'^ °f the DTE-s which 1 stres^Jd lo 

3. the rnothcrins one used non-of the DTB's which I st--=*-^ 

4. the niothenng one did not teach the task to the'chiir'^^^ 

Did you adapt the task for this particular mother^ 

1, no. did it o.xnctly as written 

2. yos-aftor discussion with teacher ' 

5. yes-after finding an unexpected situation or resource t^^ 

-1. ycs^nftcr .otharinrono .ado suggostion durLg p'sontation " 



PEIVR 

LAST KEEK'S TASK ^^^e 3 



Cols. 37, 38, 39, and -10 

Wiich main task was presentod, re=presented , or sinplv left in thr 
ho.e last «oek; Place the four di-t task nu:nber"in Co s 37 3S 
^9, and 40. If you presented task OOOa mark 0 ir Coi 37" n i'n 
Col. .,8, 0 i„ Cul. 39 and 6 in Col. 40. If no -in t^,' 

Col. 41 Ust wock's task was: p 

rt.l. attempted with the Follow Thrcugh child 

2. not attempted with the Follow Through child 

11 . m Col. 41,, then enter O's in colu.T.n3 42 through 49 

Col. 42 Motherini one said that the child was 

in-the task. Choose one to fill in thu blank. 

1. highly intGrestod 

2, mildly interested 
2. not interested 

4, this information not -requested 
, 5. ■ this infor.T.ation requested but not given 

Col. 43 Mothering one said that the ch^d wps 

in the last task. Choose one to fill In tne plank. 

1. nijhly successful 

2. mildly successful 

3. not successiul 

4. this information not rGquested 

5. this infoiT-,ation requostcd but not given 

Col. 44 The mothering one said last week's task was • 

1. important 

2. of some importance 

3. of no importance 

4. this information not requested 

5. this information requasted but not given 

Col. 45 The mothering one stated that the last ta.k was • 

1. too difficult for the child ' ' • 

2. just right for the qhild 
2. too easy for the child 

4. this in-forniation not requested ' 

5. this information requested but not given 



Col. 46 



ivho presented last week's task to the Follow Through child"^ 
1. mother 5, ^^^^^ « "^^a. 

l: brother 7' ln?n°'.?°" °' '''' 

4 sistor mfonnsrion not available or 

no one presented the task 
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Col. 4 7 



Ip more than 3 hours 

2. from 2 to 3 hours 

3. from 1 to 2 hours 

4. less than 1 hour 

5. this inforniation not roquestod 

6. this inforrnntion requested but not given 

talklast'Cook?'' -^^^haring one say tha child spent on tha 

1. more than 3 hours 

2. from 2 to 3 hours 

3. from 1 to 2 hours 

4. less than 1 hour 
S* she did not suv 



HOME^SCHOOL INFORMATION 

1. less ihan- IS minutes 

2 , 30 n;inutes 
3 * 45 ndnutcs 

4. one houi" ■ 

5, thera..Ka3 no planning period 

col. SO «-.-=h^Ji-^-s Kith teacher in talking about the 

1* less than IS minutes 

2. 30 minutes 

3. 4S minutes 

4. one hour 

5. there was no follow-up conference 

Col. SI Did the mothering one visit the school last week^ 

1 . yes 

2. no 

3. PE does not know 

Col. 52 Did thynothering one work in the classroom Jast week? ^ " " " 

2, no 

3. - PE does not know 

" 'iLol'la?f ''e"? °f P^^^^ fi^W 'nesting at tha 

^cjiQoi ia^t week? (not countinfi PACl 

1 , >;es ^ 

2 , no • ' ' , 

3, FH does not know 
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Col, 54 Did the mothering one or any of the child^s relatives attond 
the last PAC meeting? 

1. yes 

2. no 

3. PE does not kncvs* 

Col. 55 Did you discuss the last PAC mooting with the mothdring o^e*^ 

1 . yes ^ 

2, no 

CoK 56 Did you toll the niothering one about the next PAC meetin-^ 

1. yes ' " ^' 

2. no . 

Col. 57 ivas the child's school behavior discussed during the home visit' 
yes 'i^-LL. 

' 2, no 

Col. 58 IVere plans discussed or made for the mother to visit the schtol? 
1 * y e s , 
2. no 



GEKER.M INFORMATION 

Col. 59 Were songs, nursery rhyrnos. toy making, rhvtiwi garne. or 
other enrichr.ient natcrials presented to the motherinE 
one for any child in the fajiiily (not including the task 
or task materials), 



yes 2, no 



1. yes 2. no 
1. yes .?. :-;r 



Col. 62 h'e 



Col. 60 Did you discuss comprehensive services? 

Col. 61 Did you ask nothorins one for suggestions for tasks 

IVere suggestions for tasks given to you? CPlease i v ■ ^ 

write on a sheet of paper and give to your teacher.) " ^ 

-Col. 63 Did the mother suggest a problem and ask for a special 
task to help her child in a special skill? 

Col. 64 Did_;:he mother assign any special duties to the child 

t-urinj the Keck? (cloan roorn, set table, rake yard, etc.) 

Col. 65 Did you see the child's work displayed in the home? 



no 



vas 2, 



y^'5 no 



yes 2, no 



r 
.1 
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TEACHING BEHAVIOR 

During the home visit did you both show and- tell the mothering one how to: 
Col. 66 Get the learnor to ask questions? 



1* yes 2. no 

1* yes 2. no 

1. yes 2, no 

1. yes 2, no 



Col. 67 Ask the "learner questions, that have more than one 
answer? 

Col. 68 Get the learner to use more than one word when 
anjv/ering questions? 

Col. 69 Use praise and encouragement when. the learner did well? 

Col. 70 Get the learner to make choices on the basis of^ evidence 
or standards? 

1* yes 2, 

Col. 71 Give the learner time to think about the probleni? i, yes 2. 

Col. 72 Introduce now materials and let the loarner beconie 

familiar with them before teaching the task? j ye*- 2 



no 




Institute for ^^y^^^ "^"'a" Resources 

^^^"■'H^U.' Florida 
Gainesvi^jj^>p-Jj, 32601 

™' ENVIRONMENT- ^VIEW 



This questionnaire and rating a.^.^ule is d«Sig"«d to be administered 
and scored by parent educators. In$^^^^.^^ j,,ived £r,m this Home Environ^ 
ment Review (HERD may be used to de,^^.^^ ^^ms in a child's heme 

which may affect the way the child ^^^^^ ^^an. Tasks may be developed 
to change some of the conditions in ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^jch are reflacted by this 



scale. 



The HER has nine m sections, ^^^^^ u divided into two parts. 

Part one is a questionnaire and parf ^ scale. The parent 

educator first asks the parent the records the parent's answers 

in the home. Then upon leaving the .^^ ^^,ent educator rates thesi 

responses from a low score of 1 to a . c Kf' ^ 

:Hl4h score Nine ratings are 

made* 

The Qriglnal answars givtn by ts^^^A k #-u * i_ 

- - B^v^ii uy P^^^j^^^ ygtained by the teacher and 

parent educator and are used as an ./^i ^, 

as an ^^^^ development. The nine ratings 

are sent to the University of Florida 



AUguit, 1972 
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HOME ENVIROXMENT REVIEW 
Parent's Name 
Child^s Name 



Ask these questions of mothering one: 

EXPECTATIONS FOR CHILD ^5 SCHOOLING 

1, How much schooling do you expect 
your child will receive? 



HOME ENVIRONNENT REVIEK (HER) 
Parentis Name 
PEs Name 



Teacher ' s Name 
Cit y 



Child's Name 



Date 



MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN '^X'^ 

Expects child to finish 
CDllege 



2. How well do you think he/she will 
do in school? 



Expects child to CQmplete 
high schoQl 



Expects child to finish 
elementary school 



Expects child to complete 
some elemeritary school 



Not much expectation for 
child to receive schooling 
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AWARENESS OF CHILD >S DEVELOPMENT ■ 

1. At home did/does your child learn 
quickly to do anything? If 
yes^ what? " 



Is your child good at anything? 
If yes, what? ~ 



Based on what your child can learn quickly, 
what would he be good at in school? 



2* At home did/dois your child have 

trouble liarning to do anything? 

If yes, what? " ^ — ~ 



Are there things that your child ii not 
so good at? If yes, what? 



Based on whf^t your child found difficult 
to do at haiijf, what subjects would you 
think he might find troublesonie at 
school? 



MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X^^ 



Mother understands that 
both the child's strengths 
^and weaknesse's can be 
related to his school 
behavior 



Mother understands that 
child* s strengths may be 
related to school behavior 
but she does not see 
weaknesses are also re- 
lated to school behavior 



Mother can see the child 
has both strengths and 
Weaknesses 



Mother can see the child 
has strengths but no 
weaknesses, or weaknesses 
but no strengths 



Mother does not seem to 
be aware of any particular 
strengths or wiaknesses. 
in her child 



ERLC 
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REKARD5 FOR INTELLECTUAL ATTAIK?^iENT 

1» hTiile teaching your child when 
do you reward him/her and when do 
you punish him/her? 



NIARK ONLY ONE BOX KITH AN 



A clear cut system for givin 
rewards and punishinent is 
used when parent is teaching 
child 



Mother is aware that it 

' ii important to reward child 

when he is correct 

2, How do you reKard him/her? 

- Child is often punished 

for making mistakes, but 
' seldom is child rewarded 

for being correct 



3. How do you punish him/her? ' . Inconsistent! Mother 

rewards one minute , 

^ punishes the next 

minute . 



. _ _ __ Child is seldom rewarded 

when being taught 
4* If you were given a report card r 
showing how your child worked at 
school 5 how would you use it? 
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PRESS FOR LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 



MARK ONLY ONE BOX KITH AN 



1, How well do you feel your 

child is learning to speak English? A great deal of attention 

is spent developing child 
. corroct use of Knglish 



A conscious effort is 
made to improve child^s 
language 



2. Do you find it necessary to help Corrections in child's 

your child learn to speak bitter? speech are sometimes 

made 



If so, what ways do you help him/her 
speak better? 



Mother is aware that 
language development 
is important in child 
but does little about it 



Mother pays little or 
no attention to the 
way child SDeaks 
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AVAILABILITY AND USE OF 3UPPLIHS FOR 
LANGUAGH D H]^LQi-:4EKT " — — ~ 

1, Do you get any newspapers or 
magazines? 



Page S 



If BQj what are they? 



2, Do you buy any books for your child? 
W iat was the last one you 

bought? 



3. Have you a dictionary? 
What kind? 



MARK ONLY ONE BOX KITH A:^ "X'' 



Dictionaries, books, 
children's bDoks, 
nev;spapGrs, and magazines 
are in the home 



Books, children^^ books, 
neKspapers and magazines 
are in tha home 



Children's books, 
newspapgrs and magasinis 
are in the home 



Either newspapers or 
magasinas are in the 
home . 



Neither newspapers nor 
magasines are in the 
homa 



Has your child a dictionary? 
How often is it used? 



ERLC 
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LC/U^NI^ Q FPOHTUKITIES OUTSIDE THE HOME 

1. Do you avor got a chcincc to take 
a vacation? If yes, do you go 

anywhere that"ni.ight help your child 
to learn? If yes, give examplo 



2. Do you or your husband play with 
child outdoors or an>ns^here outside 

the home 7^^ If yes, do you try to 

teach him/her anything when you are 
playing with him? 



If yes 5 give e 



3* Have you ever felt that you have 
taught your child iomething whlls you 
were outside the home, in tht store 
church car or anyKheri 
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MARK ONLY ONE BOX KITH 



Parents make a clearcut 
effort to teach child 
outside the home 



Parents make much 
effort to teach child 
outside the home 



Parents make some 
effort to teach child 
outside the home 



Parents make little 
effort to teach child 
outside, the home 



Parsnts pay no 
attention to teaching 
child outside home 



else 



If so, what? 



How did you accomplish this teaching? 
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MATORIALS FOR LHARMING IN THE HOME 



MARK ONLY ONE BOX IvITIl AN " 



1. Do you lot your child operate any 
applianCGS? If yes, which onos? 



A systematic atter;p.t is 
made to provide rriatarials 
and situations for l©arning 
in the horn© 



How long have you allowed this? 



attempts are made to 
provide materials and 
situations for learning in 
the home 



Mint are yoiir reasons for having your 
child oporatt? or not operate appliancGS? 



Some attempts are made 
to provide materials and 
situatiohs for learning 
in the home 



Few materials or situations 
aro made available for 
learning in the home 



2* Has your child a place of his own to No materialp or situations 

do school work or play at doing school are made available for 

work? learning in the home 



3. IVhat kind of supplies are available 
for him to work with?-, (ObSGrve and 
place X on appropriate lines) 



Paste^ 
Paper_ 
Ruler 




Other (specify) 



t 
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RHADTKG PRHSS 



1. Do you ever get aiiything to read 

for your child from the library? 

If yes, why? ^ ~ 



2. Do you have your own library of 
books ?___ 

3, Have you bought any books or 
other readf^|g materials for your 
child recefi£ly? If so, what? 



4, Do you read to your child? 
If so. 



MARK OKLV ONE SOX KITH AX 

I A systeir'atic effort is 
niado' to use reading 
niaterials to teach child 

Library books and othe: 
reading materials are 
' available and u^ed to . 
teach child 

A library book has 
been brought home 

Books are in the 
home - none from 
library 

Not much reading 
material in the 
home 
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TFiUST IN SCHOOL 

1. If a child begin! . school poorly 
do you think he could get a bad 
leputation? 



Yes 



No 



2. Could a bad reputation which 
a child gets at first last all 
through school? 



Yes 



No 



3. What can bo done to prevent 

a child from getting a bad reputation 

in school? ^^ 
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MARK ONLY ONE BOX KITH AN "X'^ 



A great deal of trust 
of school 



Mora trust of school 



Some trust of school 



Little trust of school 



No trust of school 



4, Is there any way that your child 
might not benefit from going to 
school? 



S. Ifhin it comes to treating your 
child fairly, how reasonabU are the 
people who run the school? 



APPEiNDIX P 

Institute for Devolopr-,ent of Hur.an Resources 
CoUei^o of Education 
University of Florida 
Gainesville, Florida 3:601 



PARENT RESPONSE RHPO?.T 



Comn"dni ty 



Parent 



Please read each statement earofullv. th«n niaco 
an X iirihg appropriate box on the righrT ' " 



VES , NO 



DON'T 
KN'OiV 



1. Do parents help make dicisions for the prograri? 

2. Do parents^ contribute to a monthlv bulletin of 
program events? 

3. Do parents help In recruiting paid and volunteer 
workers in the program? 

4. Is the PAC meeting run by school oeoDle? 



S. Do parents help determine the health, social arH 
psychological services needed? 



6. Do parents help in solving problems that 
in the program? 



arise 



7. Does your PAC have an executive 



comr.i ttee? 



8. Is the PAC chairman in full control of PAC meetin-s? 



9. Do you know the nune of the, PAC ch 



airman; 



10.. Has your PAC inada five (5) decisions this y 



ear; 



4_ J 



11, 



12. 



Do parents help decide job requirements for 
selecting all paid and volunteer workers? 

Do you know who is eligible to vote in the PAC 
election? 



13. IVas the PAC chairman elected by the P.^C member 



rs: 



( 



ERIC 



14. Docs the PAC have an)' funds under its ccrnplcte 
control? 

15. Do you know ho\f the;?© PAC funds are used^ 






t:^ ^ 
(r:^ ti ^ 



16* Do you have representatives tron cCh.iriunity 
organizations actively involved in your PAC? 

17* Do you holp in the selection of professional staffs 

18, Does your PAC have a set of bylaws? 

19. Can you got an item on 'the agenda? 
20* Do you know how often your, PAC meets? 

21. Are parliamentary procedures\used in the election ^ 

of your PAC officers? ^ ^3 

22. Are your PAC meatings open to all parents? 

23. Do most parents attend PAC meetings? 

24. Does someone take iriinutes at the PAC meeting^ 
25* Are you informed of your PAC meetings? 
26. As a PAC member do vou feel directlv involved 



« ^ ^ 
« ^ ^ 

tTD 
« !^ 



in the project? ^^^^ ^^^^3 

27* Do parents play a part in the Follow Through Program 

other than as parent educators and volunteers? , ^^3™^ L^^^ ^'^^ 

28.. Are there any sub-committaes in your PAC? 
29* Does the general consultant meet with the PAC? 



^ ^ 




50. Does the model sponsor consultant or rtpresentative ^^^^^ 
meet with the PAC? " ^^^^ 
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{' 1971-72 Data Summar)' for Eleven Communities 

Parent Rosponso Report 





Yos 


No 


%Ycs 


Yes 


Post 

No 


lYes 


Cl) 


lj244 


637 


66.14 


1,426 


473 


75.09 


C2) 


660 


1,221 


35.. 09 


797 


1,101 


41.99 


(3) 


739 


1,142 


39.29 


824 


1,073 


43.44 


C4)* 


755 


1,126 


40.14 


838 


1,060 


44. 15 


CS) 


1,031 


850 


54.81 


1,172 


722 


61.88 


C6) 


1,2S9 


622 


56.93 


1,378 


517^ 


72.72 




914 


967 


48.59 


1,181 


713 


62.35 ■ 


C8) 


837 


1,044 


44.50 


1,011.. 


885 


, 53.38 


. C9) 


812 


1,069 


43.70 


1,051 


834 


55.99 


ClO) 


366 


1,515 


19.46 


651 


1,243 


34.37 


(11) 


SSO 


1,331 


29.24 


652 


1,245 


34.37 


(12) 


823 


1,058 


43. 7S 


1,040 


855 


54.88 


(13) 


1,030 


SSI 


54.76 


1,230 


664 


64.94 


(14) 


650 


1,251 


34.56 


808 


1,088 


42.62 


■ , (IS) 


633 


1,248 


33.65 


842 


1,055 


44.39 


(16) ■ 


685 


1,196 


35.42 


344 


1,053 


44.49 


(17) 


367 


1,514 


19. SI 


403 


1,494 


21.24 


(18) 


767 


1,114 


40.78 


988 


909. 


52.08 


fl9~> 

t A3 J 


Ill 


1,108 


41.10 


983 


912 


51,87 


(20) 


1,199 


682 


63.74 


i,42S 


473 


75.08 


(21) 


844 


1,055 


44.87 


1,023 


871 


54.01 


(22) 


1,434 


447 


76.24 


1,545 




81.40 i 


( (25) ■ 


S90 


1,290 


31.37 


.709 


1,183 


37.47 




1,211 


670 


64.38. : 


1,5.49 


547 


71.15 



"No is Appropriate 



Pre 



Item 


Yes 


No 


%Vcs 


(25) 


1,475 


406 


78.42 


(26) 


90S 


976 


48.11 


(27) 


1,176 


705 


62.52 


(28) 


553 


1,328 


29.40 


(29) 


877 


1,004 


46.62 


(30) 


874 


1,007 


46.46 
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Yes \ Kq ■ lYos_ 

1,627 \ 268 85,86 

1,090 802 57.61 

1,299 599 68.44 

765 1,130 40.37 

1,031 867 54.32 

1»029 S23 55. S6 
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School 



APPHNUIX Q 
Grade 



Name (T) 



Teacher 



J 


2 




4 


1 



















































2. 
3. 
4, 
S. 
6. 



(PE)1. 

2 " 

TAXON'O.'iY OF CLASSROO;! ACTIVITIES~~ 
Teacher-Aide Instructional Activities 

1.0 HousekcGpini; ■ ' 

1. Dusts, cleans, etc, 

Helps children with clothing 
Arrnnges furniture 
Keeps order (babysitting) 
Posts bulletin board 
Takes nionitqring responsibility 
(bus, lunch, snacks, lavatoiy, ricess) 

2.0 Clerical 

1- Collects raonies 
2. Collects papers 
Takes attondance 
Duplicates niaterials 
Distributas materials 
Fills out routine reports 
Gives tests 
Maintains inventor 
Maintains instructional material file 
Keeps records 



_Date 

line" 



PE 

1 2 .1 4 5 



3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 



3.0 Material s 

1. Locates materials 

2. Kakes blbilipgraphy 

3. Sets up displays 

4. Sets up demonstrations (prepares materials) 

4.0 Instruction 
4.1 Teaching 

1. Tutors individual 

Organizes play activity 
Selects materials 
Develops niaterials ' 
Teaches total group 
Teaclies small group 
Disciplines 

Organizes group for instruction 
Nfakes judgments 
4.2 Planning 

10. Plans, organizes meetings ■ 

11. Plans, bulletin board 

12. Plans lesson (small group, large groip) 

S.O Evaluation 



2. 
3. 
4. 
S. 

a. 

7, 
8. 
9. 













































•J 









1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
S. 
6. 
7; 



Grades papers 

Makes. anecdotal records • 
^ses Systematic Observation Schedule 
Organizes case study 

Evaluates materials 

Makes test - : .: 

Interprets test results 
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APPUKDIX R 



I^cUo nxncctancio. of tho Follow Throush Princionl 

1. Principal should h^.-c a thor„,gh knclodso of t„o co.p,c-te „or.-.,. 

Sd3rb;lL°uj'?.^„'f .11:1/',^^;,"!; °f the Florida 

Proposal." • ' tho annual "Florida Follow Throujl, 

i:.j^.=r:?d- - ^^^^^ 

2, Prrncipal Should establish personnel selection procedures that: 

■ So\L"r?h^l^,^^i^=;:^,^L"^.!,^°" p"-^ =o-ators 

P.o.ra,„ ,,00 n^^ .^ '^^^,^!^:^^:- t^ l^ 
1.. „xll insure the involvement of the PAC personnel sol.ction cor.,ittee 
-n^"-''?^^^ --ed.e Of 

4. Principal Should help brin, about a school-,,ide understanding of the pro.., 

5. Principal „st help sell the projra, to the parents and co^unitv. ^ 

■ Zi^tl/^^" Coordinator .ust develop a workable relationship to put 

■ tf^'piSsJa,:'""", °^ ='-"8" ''"->^<^= Pl-e froa tine to tl.c' In ' 

. Pjinoipal Should Invite c^unit, to a ™eti„8 to explain ,,„at pro^r., is all 

Prlncipnl Hliould attend all PAC mootings-. ' l 

I'Hncipal should help prenar. the st.ff dovelopmont pronra;n within his builuin,. 
Principnl should ina):!; horno; visits with rEs . 

I'rincipnl should nioot supportive noj-'^oiim-i Vn = - • , , 

their, role is in the pro!;ra,;, ' ^ Cci-. ttisk specialist) to lonrn wiuiv 



13. Principal tr.ust help schedule and organl:c the supportive staff for cffocti-'^ 

uso (e.g. schedules for psycholoi^ists, social worker, etc.). 

14. Principal m-ust realize that his school will have nam- visitors and exi^eris^ncs ■ 
a great deal of evaluntion and testing. ~~~ 

Principnl must bo sensitive to life styles and values of many groups. 

Principal should meet with supportive staff frequently. 

17. Principal should get to know city-vade PAC chairnian. 

Principal should make sure that Follow Through classes reflect the mininun of 
50-5 low income pupil composition required in the Follow Through guidelines. 

Principal should maintain close contact with all classroom tearis to make .ure 
they are functioning properly. ~~" 

Principal^should help evaluate Follow Through teacher and parent educator ner^ 
foimance Csee Role of Follow Tlirough Teacher and Role of Parent Educator)." 

Principal should ovorsoe the establishment of an admni strative and evaluative 
structure to monitor home visits (e.g. r schedule of homo visits, number of 

to -^ l^^n^- H "'P* educator and family, determinc^tion of com-ensa- 

toi> time of etc.). He should be aware of home visit problems that teachem 
himself! enable to solve even to the point of making home visits 

e^t-^hf •'r^'^"-^ ^^^°"Sh Classes, the principal should 

establish that sufficient time be set aside for planning. : 

a. Either build the schedule so that an hour a day be set aside for ' 
planning, or 

b. Show the teacher how to find planning time. 

sSool!'*^ s'lould oversee the evaluation of the Follow Through program in his 



IS 
16 



18 
19 
20 
21, 



5f?iS:f r/v'^f^^^^ for parent educators to take part in social 

aitnirs (e. g. • luncheons , picnics, etc.). 

of material rewards Ce . g . ^ nonev 
°Lfr ; 'T"^ «^"^P"^^»t3 Follow Through Teachers as an incentive f o - 
them to meet the extra demands that the program places on them. ' 

nrenJ''^inr';^"" f>'«^"^tic feedback to Follow Through teachers nnd 

■ ^I '^T , °" "^'^ Performing their jobs. Feedback should not 

r ul °iv e'o LSfhi coordinator, but also should occu; . 

. iei,ulail) (e.g.. monthly or bi-monthly) within the teaching team. 

,n^i'iT'-''^ -''hcuUi over..ee the establishment of admini ..trative procedure, to 

■ c° h"' ITwlIl'ti''''"^; 'T-^'^'' ^^^'^^"2 conmitmcntL, tnrdinc.. ! 

cniinig in uJion delayed, slioKinfl up on time, etc.). 



APPENDIX S 



FOLLOW THROUGH 
Teacher Conference Guide 

Toachor 



Parent Iducator 



1. Teacher inttrprats the HER and PEWR data collected by Pfi. 
No _____ Unable to Rate 
If no, indicate specific courseCs) of action acreed i^on. 



2. Teacher plans with PE for a home visits 
Yes No Unable to Rate 



If no, indicate specific cDurse(s) of action agread upon. 



3. Teacher develops tasks with the asiistance of PE, 
No _____ Unable to Rate " 
If no. Indicate specific courseCs) of action agreed upon. 



4. Teacher plani with the parent educator for classroom instruetionil 
activities Co.g*: goes over daily lesson plans and helns PB lemm 
teaching skills). * 

No ••" . i "" liable to Rate 



If no, indicate ipecific courseCs) of action agreed upon, 



5., Toachar supervises the parent educator's classroom instructional 
activities. — 

No Unable to Rate 



If no, indicate specific courPrCs) of action agreed i^on. 



Teacher knows the purpose and nature of the Follow Through Proeram 
m her particular school. 

No Unable to Rate 



If no. Indicate specific course (s) of action agreed upon. 



Teacher comniunucBtes with PE (e.g. r considers her comments and 
suggestions). 

No ________ Unable to Rate . 

If no, indicate specific course (s) of action agreed upon. 



IVhat are this teacher's strong points in. working with PE's? 



Are there areas in which this teacher needs to 
with PEs? / 



improve in working 



i 



f 
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APPENDIX S 

FOLLOW THROUGH 

Parent Educator Conference Guide 

Parent Educator 



u Date 

jeachor 



1. PE administars the HER, IF^1F/ anrt the PEl^R, 

____ _ Unable to Rate 



If*no, indicate specific couraeCs) of action agreed 



upon, 



2. PE plans with the teacher for a home visit, 
No Unable to Rate 



If no,, indicate specific coursGCs) of action agreed up 



on, 



3, PE develcps tasks with the assistance of the teacher, 
_____ Wo _____ IMable to Rate _____ 
If no, indicate specific course (s) of action agreed upon, 



4* PE plans with the teacher for classroom instruction and 

instructs individuals and groups In classroom undor teacher's 
direction • 

No Unable to Rate , - 

If no, indicate specific courseCa) of action agreed upon. 



S. PE teaches task to parent as plannod. 

- — — ^° ____ tJnablc to Rata 



If no. indicate specific courseCs) of action agTeed upon. 



6. PE knows the purpose and nature of the Follow ThrouFh Proprnn 
m her particular school and her rol ' • ' '"'°"Sh Prograin 



0 m It. 



• _ ^'o Unable to Rate 



If.no, indicate specific courseCs) of actlSi agreed upon. 



\ Unable fn fint^ 

If no. indicate specific courseCs) of action agreed upon. 



. PE has good rapport with children. 

— No Unablo to Rate 



If no, indicate specific courseCs} of action agreed upon. 



/ 



PE has show initiative in helping in the classroom. 

■ _ ' Unable to Rate _ 

If no, indicate specific- courseCs) of action agreed upon. 



■ V 



10. I^iat are this PE^s strong points? 



11. Are thero areas in which this PE needs to i 



mprov^^ 




